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ADVERTISEMENT. 


The  Editor,  on  completing  the  first  volume  of  a 
new  series  of  Ecclesiastical  Reports,  feels  much 
satisfaction  in  the  consciousness  that   the   kind 
communications   of  the   learned  Judges,   whose 
decisions  he  has  reported,  and  the  assistance  and 
facilities  extended  to  him  by  members  of  both 
branches  of  the   Profession,    have   afforded   the 
fullest  opportunities  of  rendering  these  Reports 
valuable  by  their  accuracy  and  authenticity.     He 
has  endeavoured,  as  far  as  he  was  able,  to  profit 
by  those  opportunities,  and  trusts  that  the  faults 
in  the  execution  may  be  more  than  counterba- 
lanced by  the  general  utility  and  importance  of 
the  Judgments. 


Doctors*  Commons, 
Jan.  20,  1829. 
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ERRATA. 

ptgc  71   line  ulC  (margin)  after  "  benefited/'   insert  "  and  to  pa j  her  full 

bequest." 
169  ..••  22,  (margin)  after  '*  sentence,"  insert  "  the  original  proctor 

appearing  for  him  but." 
210  .  • .  •  11,  for  "  pnesumptionis,"  read  "  prssumptiones." 

236 13.  for  "  1827."  read  "  1828." 

241  ....  1  &  14,  (margin)  for  "  tenant,"  read  "  legatee,"  and  in  lines 

7  and  22,  for  "  remainder  man,"  read  "  substituted  le- 
gatee." 
308  ....  7,  for  "  wUl,"  read  "  codicil." 
316  ....  5,  (margin)  for  *'  out  of  England  it  is  required  that  the  sureties 

to  the  bond  shall,"  read  "  out  of  his  majesty's  domimons 

the  sureties  to  the  bond  should." 
342  ....  5,  (6)  dele  "  having;"   and  in  line  26  for  «'  initled,"   i«ad 

•Entitled." 
361  ....  7  &  27,  for  "  the  deceased,"  read  "  Lord  Portsmouth." 
502  ....  13,  dele  (6). 

628  .. ..  28,  (margin)  for  "  being"  read  "  been." 
673  ....  16,  for  "  1817,"  read  "  1819." 
693  ....  26,  (margin)  for  " Roaly,"  read  " Royal." 
7  ....  6,  (Appendix)  dele  "  not." 


Ordbrs  of  Court,  to  serve  as  general  rules 
OF  Practice,  made  on  the  first  session 

ff 

of  Easter  Term,  1827. 


1.  That  on  the  first  session  of  every  Hilary, 
Easter^  and .  Michaelmas  Term,  publication  shall 
pass  on  all  pleas  given  in^  and  admitted,  on  or 
before  the  By-day  of  the  term  preceding ;  unless, 
upon  such  first  session,  cause  be  shown,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Court,  for  extending  the  term 
probatory.  Provided  that  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  preclude  the  Court  from  assigning  a 
shorter  term  probatory,  or  prevent  the  party,  giv- 
ing the  plea,  from  sooner  praying  publication. 

2.  That  a  party,  intending  to  counterplead,  shall 
assert  his  allegation  the  court-day  on  which  the^ 
term  probatory  expires,  and  shall  bring  it  in  on 
the  following  court-day ;  unless,  on  that  day, 
cause  be  shown,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court, 
for  allowing  further  tiihe  for  bringing  in  such 
allegation. 

3.  That  upon  answers  being  prayed,  the  Proc- 
tor praying  the  answers  shall  forthwith  take  out 
a  decree,  and  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  duly 
served,  without  delay,  on  the  adverse  party  in  the 
cause,  so  as  to  put  such  party  in  contempt,  in 
case  the  decree  shall  not  be  obeyed  within  a  rea- 


ORDERS    OF   COURT. 

sonable  time.  Provided  that  the  examination  of 
witnesses  shall  not  be  delayed^  nor  the  publication 
be  postponed,  in  order  to  wait  for  the  answers; 
but  publication  shall  pass  as  aforesaid,  unless,  upon 
application  being  made  to  postpone  the  publica- 
tion, it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Courts  that  due  diligence  had  been  used  in  taking 
out,  and  enforcing  the  decree  for  answers. 

4«  That  when  application  is  intended  to  be 
made  for  extending  the  time  in  any  case,  notice 
thereof  in  writing,  and  of  the  grounds  on  which 
the  application  ii^  to  be  made,  shall  be  given  to 
the  adverse  Proctor,  and  delivered  into  the  regis- 
try three  days  before  the  making  of  such  appli- 
cation. 

5.  That  any  neglect  or  delay  on  bringing  in 
Answers,  or  in  other  proceedings,  shall  be  matter 
of  consideration,  in  respect  to  costs,  either  imme- 
diate, or  at  the  end  of  the  cause. 

(Signed)  J.  NICHOLL, 

Dean. 


On  the  fourth  session  of  Trinity  Term,  1827, 
the  Judge  ordered,  that,  *^  previous  to  the  com- 
mencement of  each  term,  the  Registrar  should  deli- 
ver to  the  Court  a  list  of  all  causes  in  which  no 
proceedings  shall  have  been  had  during  the  pre* 


ceding  term.'* 


ORDJKR8  OF  COURT. 


On  the  second  session  of  faster  Term,  1828,  the 
Judge  of  the  Consistory  Court  of  London,  di- 
rected that  the  above  Orders  issued  by  the  Dtan 
of  the  Arches^  on  the  first  session  of  Easter  Term, 
1827^  should^  fi*om  the  first  session  of  Trinity 
Term^  1828,  be  observed  also  in  the  Consistory 
Coiift :  remarking  that  they  had  now  been  in  oper- 
ation for  a  year  in  the  Arches  and  Prerogative 
Courts,  and  had  been  attended  with  no  inconveni* 
ence^  but,  on  the  contrary,  with  great  benefit  to 
the  suitors. 


CHANGES  IN  THE  ECCLESIASTICAL   COURTS. 


.1 

On  the  fourth  session  of  Hilary  Term,  1828, 
Dr.  Lushington  took  his  seat  as  Judge  of  the  Con- 
sistory Court  of  London,  upon  the  resignation  of 
Sir  Christopher  Robinson^  who  had  succeeded 
Lord  Stowell  as  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty. 

On  the  28th  of  February,  1828,  Dr.  Jenner  was 
appointed  His  Majesty's  Advocate-General,  vice 
Sir  Christopher  Robinson. 


REPORTS  OF  CASES  ^ 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IM  THE 


ECCLESIASTICAL    COURTS 


AT 


^BwUfidP  <!^omtiion0» 


AND  Iir  TBB 


HIGH  COURT  OF  DELEGATES. 


ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY, 


THB   COUNTfiSS    OF   PORTSMOUTH 

v. 

THE   EARL  OF   PORTSMOUTH,   BY   HIS   COMMITTEE. 


On  the  Extension  of  the  Term  Probatory. 


This  was,  originally,  a  suit  of  nullity  of  mar-  Michaelmas 
riage  instituted  in  the  Consistory  Court  of  London,  2d  smImi. 
on  the  part  of  the  Earl  of  Portsmouth,  acting  by  jv^^. 
his  Committee  ;  and,  in  an  early  stage  of  the  pro-  y^'^***^^ 
ceedings  came  up,  by  appeal,  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  the  court  wui 
where,  on  the  third  session  of  Hilary  Term,  1827,  SOTofiS«term 
it  was  retained.  •  SS^'^ 

On  the  third  session  of  Trinity  Term,  an  allega-  tarbiwitn 
tion,  on  behalf  of  Lady  Portsmouth,  which  con-  mined, 
sisted  of  thirty -one  articles  (besides  the  concluding 
article),  with  five  and  thirty  exhibits,  was  admitted 

TOL.  I.      •>  B 
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1827.       without  opposition.     On  the  first  session  of  the  pre- 


MicHAELMAs  Sent  term,  the    answers  to  this  allegation  were 

2d^in     brought  in  ;   and,  on   the  same  day/  Jenner,  as 

—        Counsel  for  Lady  Portsmouth  (after  reading  the 

Portsmouth  affidavit  of  the  Proctor^  as  to  his  inabihty,  during 
Earl  OF     ^^  ^^^S  Vacation,  to  examine  all  the  witnesses 

Portsmouth  upon  his  allegation,  on  account  of  their  great  num- 
ber, and  the  absence  of  many  of  them  from  Lon- 
don), applied  for  an  extension  of  the  term  proba- 
tory ;  and  the  Court  then  ordered  ^*  the  assignation 
to  prove*'  to  be  continued;  but  directed  that  an 
affids^vit  should  be  exhibited,  stating  the  names  of 
those  witnesses  whom  it  was  proposed  to  examine, 
and  further,  that  they  were  material  witnesses.  In 
compliance  with  this  order.  Lady  Portsmouth  had 
made  an  affidavit,  which  set  forth,  "  that  notwith- 
standing the  utmost  diligence  and  activity  had  been 
used  by  her  Proctor,  there  still  remained  several 
important  witnesses  [stating  some  names  and  ad- 
dresses] who  were  likely  to  be  able  to  depose  to  the 
capacfiy  of  the  said  Earl  of  Portsmouth,  and  that 
material  evidence  might  be  expected  from  them.'' 
When  this  affidavit  had  been  read,  Ijushington^ 
on  the  part  of  Lord  Portsmouth,  said — ^that  the 
affidavit  did  not,  apparently,  contain  an  enumera- 
tion of  all  the  witnesses  whom  it  was  intended  to 
produce :  however,  he  would  not  object  to  the  suf* 
ficiency  of  the  affidavit,  nor  to  the  extension  of  the 
term  probatory,  on  a  clear  understanding  that  the 
names  and  descriptions  of  any  further  witnesses, 
proposed  to  be  examined,  should  be  conununicated 
in  a  day  or  two. 

To  this  arrangement  Lady  Portsmouth's  Counsel 
acceded. 
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Per  Curiam.  1827. 

The  Court  is  extremely  anxious  not  to  preclude  Michaelmas 
Lady  Portsmouth  from  an  examination  of  the  wit-    2/^^ 
nesses  she  may  think  of  importance  to  her  cause.        — 
1  he  circumstances  ot  the  case  are  very  special ;  and  portbmoutb 
it  is  quite  proper  that  the  party  should  have  a  full      ^^  ^^ 
opportunity  of  defending  the  legality  of  her  mar-  Po»t«mouth 
riage.  As  the  proposal  of  Lord  Portsmouth's  Coun- 
sel has  been  acquiesced  in,  the  Court  will  grant  an 
extension  of  the  term  probatory  till  the  first  of 

jJanuary,   1828 ;    but  it    must    expect    that    the 

^4rfence  will  be  conducted  with  due  diligence. 


In  reference  to  this  and  similar  applications! 
arising  upon  the  Orders  of  Court  issued  on  the  first 
session  erf  Easter  Term,  1827  (a),  the  Court  ob- 
served,—'that  the  consent  of  the  adverse  Proctor 
would  not  alone  be  sufficient  to  induce  the  Judge 
to  continue  a  term  probatory  as  matter  of  course, 
though  it  would  have  great  weight  with  him  as 
showing'^  reasonable  cause ;''  but  the  circumstances 
must  be  stated  to  the  Court  for  its  approbation,  and 
this  for  the  sake  of  the  suitor,  lest  too  much  facility 
of  accommodation  should  be  given.  This  regulation 
would  also,  practically,  be  found  convenient  to  the 
Proctors,  as  a  justification  for  declining  to  accede, 
without  strong  grounds,  to  a  postponement. 

The  Court  took  this  opportunity  of  reading  cer- 
tain Orders  passed  in  1684 ;  and,  after  stating  their 
history,  pointed  out  the  strictness  with  which  the 
expediting  of  causes  was  enforced. 

For  the  Orders,  then  read — ^vide  Appendix,  A. 

(a)  These  Orders  of  Court  are  printed  at  the  commencement 
of  this  Tolome. 

b2 
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N0RRI8    V*    HEMINGWAY. 


1827. 


On  Motion. 


MicHABLMAB  James  Elliott^  by  his  last  will  and  testament 
sZ^^.  duly  executed  in  writing,  among  other  legacies, 
Pfc  "^of  a  bequeathed  the  sum  of  100/.  to  Sarah,  wife  of  Tho- 
tegacy  decreed  mas  NoHis ;  and  directed  "  that  the  receipts  of  the 
woman,  several  female  legatees  should  be  a  sufficient  dis- 

wM^tobin^*  charge  notwithstanding  any  present  or  ftiture  cM^k 
fhT^^     verture.'^     On  the  31st  of  August,  1826,  probati^ 
notwithstand-^  of  this  will  was  granted  by  the  Prerogative  Court 
^  hasbanTra  of  Canterbury  to  John  Hemingway,  the  sole  ex- 
SWi^  ecutor ;  and,  on  the  14th  of  September,  1827,  ^ 
£f°tcd^*^  citation  issued  under  seal  of  this  Court — the  Court 

of  Arches,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  Sarah  Norris, 
calling  upon  the  executor  to  answer  to  her  in  a 
cause  of  subtraction  of  legacy  (a) . 

To  this  citation  a  Proctor  appeared,  and  alleged^ 
on  the  part  of  the  executor,  that  Thomas  Norris, 
the  husband,  had,  since  the  death  of  the  testator,  as- 
signed his  estate  and  effects  to  a  provisional  assig- 
nee, appointed  by  the  Court  for  the  relief  of  Insol- 

(a)  Th«  following  account  of  the  Court  of  Arches  is  taken 
from  the  Report  of  His  Majesty's  Commissioners  for  inquiring 
into  Courts,  of  Justice.  [1823.]  **  The  Court  of  Arches  is 
chiefly  a  court  of  appeal  from  the  courts  of  the  several  Bishops^ 
or  Ordinaries,  within  the  province  of  Canterbury,  and  its  ap. 
pellaut  jurisdiction  extends  to  aH  causes  or  suits  relative  to  wills, 
intestacies,  tithes,  church-rates,  marriages,  and  otiier  matters 
cognizable  in  these  courts.  It  has  an  original  jurisdiction  in 
suits  for  subtraction  of  legacy,  where  the  will  is  proved  in  the 
•  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury."  [Oughton,  tit.  15.  ss.  1. 2. 0. 
and  per  Holt,  C.  J.  1st  Lord  Raymond,  453.]  **  It  also  enter- 
tains suits  on  letters  of  request  from  inferior  jurisdictions  within 
the  province." 
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vent  Debtors  (a),  and  to  whom,  as  he  (the  executor)        1827. 
was  advised,  the  interest  in  the  said  legacy  had  MicHAELHAg 
passed.     The  Proctor  then  brought  into  the  regis-     jJl^Jm 
try  of  this  Court,  90/.,  a^  the  amount  of  the  legacy        — 
minus  the  duty,  and  the  executor  was  dismissed^  v. 

without  opposition,  from  the  effect  of  the  citation,     hw^oway. 

On  this  day,  Lushington^  for  the  legatee,  after 
referring  to  the  case  of  Lee  v.  Prieaux  (6),  where 
the  husband  was  also  a  bankrupt ;  and  where  Lord 
Alvanley  (Master  of  the  Rolk)  held,  that,  in  the 
bequest  of  a  legacy  to  a  feme  covert,  the  words 
•her  receipt  to  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  exe- 
cutors,*^ was  equivalent  with  saying  '*  to  her  sole 
and  separate  use  ;'*  moved,  that  the  money,  in 
this  case,  should  be  paid  out  of  the  registry  to 
Mrs.  Norris  upon  her  own  receipt. 
Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  said — ^though,  according  to  the  ad- 
judged cases,  little  doubt  could  be  entertained 
that  this  was  a  bequest  to  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife,  yet,  as  the  husband  was  insolvent,  and  the 
interests  of  creditors  might  be  affected, — It  should 
direct,  in  the  first  instance,  the  husband  and  the 
provisional  assignee  to  be  cited,  to  show  cause  why 
the  l^^acy  should  not  be  paid  to  the  legatee. 


A  decree,  with  intimation,  was  accordingly 
served,  personally,  on  the  husband  and  the  pro- 
visional assigpiee;  but  they  offered  no  opposition. 
On  the  fourth  session,  therefore,  the  Court  directed 
the  legacy  to  be  paid  to  Mrs.  Norris. 

{a)  See  1  Geo.  IV.  c.  119.  s.  4.,  and  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  57. 

(d)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  381.  The  cases,  upon  this  point,  are  eol. 
tocted  in  Mr.  Jacob's  Edition  of  "  Roper  on  the  Law  of  Hus-. 
band  and  Wife.'*    Vol.  ii.  c.  18.  s,  3. 
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RICHARDSON  V.  RICHARDSON. 


1827. 


On  admission  of  the  Libel. 


Michaelmas  This  causo  was  brought  by  letters  of  request  from 

ad^&^on.  ^^  Commissary  of  Surrey,  and  was  a  proceeding^ 

-  —  for  divorce  by  reason  of  adultery  charged  against 

of  diTorce,  the  wife    The  question  now  before  the  Court  wa8| 

account  for  the  admissibility  of  the  libel,  which  entered  into  • 

^mS*^!  detailed  account  of  the  marriage,  separation,  and 

*«*>^^«««>*  subsequent  history.     It  consisted  of  twenty-eight 

tmt  need  not       articles.. 

tom^M^         'I'be  first  article  pleaded,  that  on  the  25th  of 
defence  ren-     March,  1802,  Robert  Richardson  and  Marianne 

dere  It  neces-  '  '  ^ 

■My  to  justify  Romney  were  married  at  Calcutta^  in  the  East 

his  conduct.        »    j-  t  ^      ^i_        -^  j  •  i* 

3.  If aduiteiy,  ludies,  accordiug  to  the  ntes  and  ceremonies  of 
SSTy^^'  the  Church  of  England,  and  an  entry  of  their  mar- 
attended  with    riage  was  made  in  the  register. 

pregnancy,  and  ^  "  , 

birth  of  a  child,  The  sccoud^  that  copies  of  the  registers,  duly 

ba^abLn^  authenticated,  are  annually  sent  over  by  the  Go-. 

Britoi^'^  vemor  General  in  council,  and  deposited  among 

pleaded,  it  is  the  archivcs  of  the  India  House. 

uielesi  to 

proyemore  The  third,  that  the  exliibit.  No.  1,  is  a  true 

factnll^ch  as  copY  of  the  entry  of  their  marriage,  extracted  from 

SJiSe^^'t,.  the  said  archives. 

andnon-ac-  The  fourth,  that  the  parties  cohabited  in  India 

till  December,  1812^  and  had  seven  children^  four 
of  whom  are  living.  That  Mrs.  Richardson  then 
came  to  England  on  account  of  her  children's 
health,  and  accompanied  by  them ;  that  Mr.  Rich- 
ardson was  and  has  ever  since  been  necessarily 
detained  in  India ;  that,  notwithstanding  she  had 


* 
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been  extravagant  in  India  {a) ,  he  made  a  liberal       lB27v 

provision  for  her  and  her  children.  M,7;;i;i;rA. 

The  fifth,  that  he  consi^ed  her  to  the  care  of      term, 

3d  SessioiL 

his  brother-in-law,  the  Honorable  and  Reverend        — 
Edward  Tumour,   and    to    his  step-mother,  the  »'««^^^°»^" 
Dowager  Lady  Winterton,  who,  as  well  as  his  other  Richarimom. 
relations,  received  and  treated  her  kindly. 

The  sixths  that  shortly  after  her  arrival  in  Engr 
land,  she  entered  into  a  dissipated  mode  of  livings 
and  incurred  debts  to  a  considerable  amount, 
and  evinced  great  and  unbecoming  levity  ;  that, 
afker  remonstrating^  the  Dowager  Lady  Winterton, 
and  Mr.  Richardson's  relations  and  fiiends,  with- 
drew from  her  their  countenance,  and  declined  all 
personal  intercourse. 

The  seventh^  that  in  the  beginning  of  June, 
1814,  Lady  Winterton  wrote  an  account  of  what 
had  passed  to  Richardsony  and  inclosed  a  letter 
she  had  received  from  Mrs.  Richardson,  in  answer 
to  her  remonstrances. 

The  eighth  exhibited  those  letters. 

The  ninths  that  Richardson,  on  receiving  these 
letters,  sent  over  a  power  of  attorney,  authorizing 
his  brother  (who  was  then  in  England),  and  two 
friends,  Cartwright  and  Brown,  to  remove  his 
children  from  Mrs.  Richardson^  to  conclude  an 
agreement  for  a  separate  maintenance,  to  execute 
the  necessary  deeds,  and  also  to  institute  a  suit  for 
divorce ;  and  directed  that  his  wife  should  be  al- 
lowed  a  sum  not  exceeding  300/.  a  year. 
^  The  tenth  exhibited  letters  to  Lady  Winterton, 
communicating  such  his  resolutions. 

The  eleventh,  that  the  children  were  removed, 

(a)  The  sentences,  printed  in  italics,  were  struck  out  by  order 
of  die  Court. 
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1827.       and  articles  of  separation  entered  into ;  and  that  an 
MicBAELMAi  annuity  of  300/.  a  year  was  settled  upon  her. 
sZsodon.        ^^^  twelfth  article  exhibited  the  deed  of  separa- 

V.  The  thirteenth^  that  soon  after  the  executicm  of  the 

RicBARDsov.  j^j^  Mrs.  Richardson  removed  from  Hampstead, 

and  that  his  relations  had  no  further  intercourse  with 
her;  that  the  annuity  was  regularly  paid  to  Robert 
Barker,  one  of  her  trustees,  on  his  producing  a 
receipt,  agned  by  her,  in  proof  that  slie/was  ialive. 
That  Francis  Richardson,  the  brother^  who  had  re- 
turned from  India  in  June^  1817,  havings  in  the 
middle  of  the  year  1819,  heard  that  she  had  been 
living  and  was  carrying  on  an  adulterous  inter- 
course with  one  Verity,  applied  to  Barker  to  be 
informed  of  her  residence^  which  was  unknown  to^ 
and  concealed  from^  the  husband's  relations ;  that  on 
Barker's  declining  to  inform  him^  he  stopped  the 
annuity^  but  shortly  after  received  two  letters  from 
her,  the  last  dated  from  Brighton ;  that  then  the 
annuity  was  again  paid  to  her  trustee;  that  Francis 
Richardson  made  inquiries  at  Brighton  where,  and 
with  whom,  she  was  living,  but  could  not  discover. 
The  fourteenth,  that  Francis  Richardson,  in  1819^ 
communicated,  by  letter,  to  his  brother  the  reports 
he  had  heard  of  his  wife's  conduct,  and  his  endea- 
vours to  discover  her,  with  a  view  to  institute  pro- 
ceedings for  a  divorce ;  that  Robert  Richardson  sup- 
posing, erroneously,  that  proceedings  would  be,  or 
had  been,  instituted  against  her  under  the  power  of 
attorney,  gave  no  directions ;  but,  at  length,  having 
learnt  that  his  personal  authority  was  necessary, 
he  executed  a  proxy,  and  transmitted  it  to  Francis 
Richardson ;  that  it  arrived  in  England  about  the 
middle  of  June,  1825,  when  Mr.  Cartwright  being 
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dead,  and  Francis  Ridiardson  on  the  continent^       l^^* 
and  Mr.  Richardson^s  relations  unwilling  to  render  MicHx«LMAf 
public  Mrs.  Richardson^s  misconduct,  some  delay     g/J^Sj*. 
todL  place;  but  upon  the  continued  adultery^  as       — 
¥ra8  subsequently  pleaded,  having  been  ascertain-         «. 
ed,  Francis  Richardson  felt  himself  compelled  to  ^*'■^*'^••"• 
proceed. 

The  remaining  articles  pleaded  adultery,  from 
1816  to  the  time  of  giving  in  the  libel,  with  three 
different  persons  in  succession^  her  pregnancy  by 
<me  of  them,  the  birth  of  a  child  in  1824^  her  de- 
clarations as  to  who  was  the  fether,  and  cohabita- 
tion with  the  other  two  as  their  wife,  and  adoption 
of  their  nicime ;  identity,  diversity,  and  the  usual 
formal  articles. 

Dodson  and  Pickard  in  opposition  to  the  libel. — 
The  certificate  of  the  marriage  is  a  copy  of  a  copy : 
this  is  not  a  proper  mode  of  pleading,  but  we  do 
not  press  the  objection.  The  principal  objections 
are,  first,  that  the  husband  having  so  long  forborne 
bringing  the  suit,  is  barred.  In  1814,  he  was 
informed  of  her  levity ;  the  deed  of  separation  gives 
her  licence  to  live  with  whom  she  pleased,  and  that 
the  husband  will  not  disturb  her. — [Court.  As  a 
feme  sole, — not  in  a  state  of  adultery.  Deeds  of  this 
description  have  always  been  so  construed ;  and  this 
deed  is  in  the  usual  terms.]  In  1819,  the  husband 
was  positively  informed  she  was  living  in  open 
adultery :  he  knew  no  suit  was  begun,  for  the  an- 
nuity continued  to  be  paid  ;  and  the  proxy,  i.  e.  his 
personal  authority,  confirmed  what  was  done  under 
the  power  of  attorney. — [Court.  But  does  not  that 
confirmation  lead  to  the  inference  that  he,  hondjide, 
conceived  proceedings  had  been  instituted  ?]  The 
other  objection  is,  that  pleading  the  extravagance  of 
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VS^*      the  wife  is  irrelevant^  and  will  lead  to  useless  con-^ 

HicHAELMAt  tradictions. 

ad^^  Jewner. and  Jjushrngton^  contrdj   were  stopped 

—  by  the  Court. 

lUiJH^DsoN  Judgment. 

RuuuADBON.  Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  first  three  articles  only  go  to  establish  the 
marriage ;  and  though  a  formal  objection  was  taken 
to  the  mode  of  pleading  the  register,  it  was  not 
pressed,  and  I,  therefore,  need  not  consider  it. 
The  eleven  next  articles  enter,  at  considerable 
length,  into  the  history  of  the  parties,  not,  as  I  con- 
ceive, for  the  purpose  of  proving  adultery,  or  of 
criminating  the  wife,  but  to  account  for  the  con- 
duct of  the  husband,  and  to  remove  any  unfavour- 
able impression  that  might  arise — if  the  delay,  in 
bringing  the  suit,  were  not  explained.  In  this 
view  the  general  substance  is  admissible ;  and  fur- 
nishes a  sufficient  reason  why  the  husband  should 
not  be  precluded,  on  the  ground  of  laches,  or  ac- 
quiescence in  his  wrong,  from  proceeding  in  this 
suit.  This  is  the  answer  to  the  first  objection :  at 
the  same  time  the  Court  will  not  expect  these  ar- 
ticles to  be  examined  to,  unless  tho  wife  should  set 
up  such  a  defence  as  may  render  it  necessary  to 
prove  all  the  preliminary  history,  in  order  to  the 
husband's  justification.  The  other  objection  to 
the  irrelevancy  of  the  parts  that  plead  the  extrava- 
gance of  the  wife  is,  I  think,  quite  sound ;  and  I 
shall  direct  the  libel  to  be  reformed  in  this  respect, 
as  the  introduction  of  any  such  matter  will  lead  to 
useless  expence,  and  load  the  cause  with  plead- 
ing, and  evidence  that  cannot  have  any  real  bear- 
ing on  the  point  at  issue. 

The  remaining  articles  minutely  detail  Mrs.  Rich- 
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ardscm's  various   adulterous  connexions.     It  can-       1927. 
not  be  essential,  and,  consequently^  it  would  not  michaelmai 
be  proper^  to  examine  to  them  all.     If  there  is  full      T^^^n, 
proof  of  a  few  of  the  facts,  particularly  of  the  birth       — 
of  the  child,  of  her  identity,  and  of  her  husband^s  ^^^»^" 
absence  in  India,  as  pleaded ;  this  is  all  that  can  be  ^^^^^w^"- 
essential.    To  trace  her  to  all  the  different  parts  of 
the  kingdom  where  the  adultery  is  laid,  would  lead 
to  an  expence  quite  enormous,  and  which  would 
be  oppressive  even  to  the  wife,  who  will,  almost 
necessarily,  have  some  extra  costs  to  pay ;  but  it 
would  be  still  more  oppressive  to  the  husband,  on 
whom  the  ordinary  costs  of  both  parties  fall,  if 
these  Courts  were  to  require  such  a  superabundance 
of  proof.     I  have  thrown  out  these  suggestions  in 
the  hope  of  preventing  expences,  that  may  well  be 
spared,  and,  at  present,  have  only  to  admit  the 
libel  with  the  slight  alteration  that  I  have  men- 
tioned* 

libel  to  be  reformed. 


On  the  by-day  after  Hilary  Term,  1828,  the 
Court  pronounced  tliat  this  libel  was  fiiUy  proved : 
and  on  an  affidavit  that  Mr.  Richardson  was  resid- 
ing in  the  East  Indies,  and  not  expected  to  return  ; 
the  Court  permitted  the  bond,  enjoined  by  the 
107th  canon,  to  be  entered  into  by  his  brother ; 
and  then  signed  the  sentence  of  separation. 


18  CkBtS   DSTJKRMIHED    IN    THE 


JENKIUrs   V.    BARRETT. 


1827. 


An  Appeal  from  the  Consistory  Court  of  St.  David's. 


M1CBAELMA8  This  was  a  cause,  originally  depending  in  the 
adSettton.  Episcopal  Consistorial  Court  of  St.  David's,  held  at 
OnjJ^in  Carmarthen,  wherein  the  Office  of  the  Judge  was 
^*™J^J^^  voluntarily  promoted  by  John  Barrett,  Church- 
the  term  pro-  Warden  of  the  parish  of  Llangain,  in  the  county  of 
pray^by^e  Carmarthen,  and  diocese  of  St.  David's,  against 
dSHj^'idne  '^^  Jcukius  of  the  said  parish,  former,  citing  him 
"«»^ij^J*>^  to  appear,  and  ''  to  answer  certain  articles  touching 
mbtumtiai  and  concemiug  his  souPs  health,  and  the  lawful 
^SuS^ot^^-  correction  and  reformation  of  his  manners  and  ex- 
J^'jjjg^'^  cesses,  and,  more  especially,  for  quarrelling,  chid- 
^er  the  suit  ifig,  and  brawliug  in  the  church,  and  church-yard 
ready  depend,  of  Llangain,  and  for  other  enormous  crimes  and 
cSrtof^Ap.  oflfences  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance/' 
Ej  MffidOTt ^  Such  was  the  tenor  of  the  citation ;  but  the  head- 
groimd  to  dis-  ing  of  the  articles  (from  the  admission  of  which 
fendanCand  articles  the  causc  was  appealed),  after  reciting  the 
^B^*to  charges  contained  in  the  citation,  thus  proceeded : — 
payment  of  a  ^<  and  for  clcuchinfi:  your  fist  in  the  said  church,  and 

siun  wnHhM  o  v 

putting  yourself  in  a  fighting  and  threatening  pos- 
ture there,  and  thereby  impeding  and  preventing 
the  Reverend  Daniel  Rowlands,  Clerk,  then  the 
officiating  minister  of  die  parish  of  Llangain  afore- 
said, fi"om  performing  certain  ceremonies,  rites,  and 
official  duties  within  the  said  church . ' '  The  articles 
pleaded,  first,  the  5  &  6  Edw.  VL  c.  4.  s.  1.  against 
quarrelling,  chiding  or  brawling  in  a  church,  or 
church-yard ;  secondly,  that  by  the  same  statute, 
(s.  2.)  ^^  it  is  further  enacted,  that  if  any  person 


ARCH^8.  COURT   OF  .CAIITERBUILY.  13 

shall  smite,  or  lay  yiolent  hands  upon  any  other,      1B27; 
either  in  any  church  or  church-yard^  then,  ipso  MicuAWLUf 
facto,  every  person  so  oflfending  shall  be  deemed     ^Jf^» 
excommunicate/'  {a).    They  then  charged,  thirdly,       — 
'^  that  you  the  said  Esau  Jenkins  did,  upon  the     ^'**"* 
13th  of  July,  1824,  brawl,  chide,  and  quarrel  in    b^"*"- 
the  parish  church  of  Llangain,  and  did  in  an  angry 
and  passionate  manner   (brawli]|Kg,  chiding,   and 
quarrelling  in  the  said  church)  come  on  violently 
towards  the  said  I)aniel  Rowlands,  who  was  in  the 
reading-desk,  and  had  his  surplice  on,  and  was 
ready  to  perform  the  solemnization  of  matrimony 
between  one  David  Davies  of  the  parish  of  Llan- 
gonnock,  in  the  county  and  diocese  aforesaid,   a 
bachelor,  and  Mary  Jenkins  of  the  parish  of  Llan- 
gain,  a  single  woman,  who  were  standing  before 
him  for  that  purpose,  and  you  the  said  Esau  Jenkins, 
wiUi  your  hat  on^    clenched  your  fist,   and  put 
yourself  in  a  fighting  and  threatening  manner  and> 
posture  {_afid  declared  that  the  said  Daniel  Row- 
lands  should  not  proceed  with  such  ceremont/j  that 
the  said  Mary  Jenkins  was  your  daughter,  that 
she  teas  yours,  and  that  she  should  not  be  married 
until  she  had  been  baptized  in  the  usual  form,  as 
practised  among  the  sect  of  Christians  called  Ana- 
baptists,   to    which  you  yourself  belonged  (6)]  ; 
that  in  consequence  thereof,   he  the  said  Daniel 
Rowlsuids  was  obliged  to  take  off  his  surplice,  and 
go  out  of  the  church,  without  solemnizing  the  said 
marriage/' 

Fourthly,  "  that  you,  the  said  Esau  Jenkins,  did 
on  the  said  13th  of  July,  1824,  in  the  parish 
church  of  Llangain,  come  violently,  with  your  hat 

{a)  This  article  was  rejected  by  the  Court  of  Appeal. 
(b)  Inserted  on  the  articles  being  reformed. 
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U27.       on,  towards  the  said  Daniel  Rowlands,  who  had  on 


MioHAELKAs  ^^  suiplice,  and  was  preparing  and  going  to  offi- 

3d^^^n     ^^*®  ^^^  perform  the   ceremony  of  baptism  on 

—        one  Mary  Jenkins  your  daughter  (who  was  then  of 

*'*'      fall  age),  by  her  desire,  and  at  her  request,  when 

km»»tt.    y^^  gg^j^  t  jjj2^^  gjjg  should  not  be  baptized,  and  that 

you  would  prevent  it  to  the  utmost  of  your  power ;' 
and  jumped  on; towards  the  font,  or  christening 
place,  in  a  very  violent  and  outrageous  manner, 
appearing  determined  to  prevent  the  ceremony  by 
force,  and  you  repeatedly,  and  continuing  your 
hat  on,  declared  to  the  said  Daniel  Rowlands,  that 
he  should  not  baptize  your  daughter,  and  bring 
such  a  slur  or  disgrace  on  the  religion  of  Baptists, 
which  you  profedsed ;  that  you  did  then  use  several 
other  brawling,  chiding,  and  abusive  words  and 
expressions  to  and  against  the  said  Daniel  Row- 
lands, and  did  create  and  occasion  great  noise  and 
confusion  amongst  the  congregation  and  people 
then  assembled  in  the  said  church  and  church-yard, 
for  the  purpose  of  witnessing  the  solemnization  of 
the  said  marriage/*  The  articles  concluded  by 
praying,  "that  the  said  Esau  Jenkins  be  duly  cor- 
rected and  punished  according  to  the  exigency  of 
tile  law,  and  be  condemned  in  costs/* 


At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  on  the  third  session 
of  Hilary  Term,  1826,  the  admissibility  of  the 
articles  was  debated, 
inaniitfor  Lushingtofi,  iu  support  pf  the  appeal,  and  in 
dSs&l'^.  ^^j^tio'^  to  the  articles. — ^The  articles  and  citation 
VI.  <r.  4.  •.  1.  do  not  agree.  The  citation  is  for  brawling j  and  other 
brawUng  nmrt  cuormous  ccclcsiastical  ofTenccs :  no  ofifence  can  be 

be  let  fvth  in 

the  articlet.    The  words  **  other  enormoiu  ecclesiaatical  offences*^  in  a  citation,  are  snrplns- 

age,  and  will  not  rapport  a  charge  of  midHng  mider  5  fc  6  Edw.  VI.  e.4.  s.  S. 


i 
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80  generally  set  out — it  cannot  coyer  the  charge,       1827. 
now  laid  in  the  articles  under  the   statute^   for  MicHABLMAt 
smiling,  which  is  the  greater  offence.    In  the  third      '^»'?» 
article  not  a  single  species  of  brawling  is  alleged.        — 
The  whole  case  should  have  been  set  forth  in  the     •'""*■''■ 
citation  :  the  articles  are  not  in  a  specific  shape —    bamett. 
they  must  be  reformed.    The  offences  as  charged, 
if  properly  laid,  are  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance ; 
but  it  is  apparent  that  the  case  is  not  fully  stated. 

Dodsan,  cantrd. — The  objection,  as  to  an  omis- 
sion of  specific  words  in  the  third  article,  does  not 
extend  to  the  whole  of  that  article ;  and  if  it  is  an 
objection^  it  is  not  applicable  to  the  fourth. 
Per  Curiam. 

In  this  case  I  am  bound  to  pronounce  for  the  ap- 
pefll>  as  some  parts  of  the  articles  are  not  admis- 
sible. The  charge  of"  smiting*^  could  not  be  support- 
ed under  those  general  words,  "  other  enormous 
ecclesiastical  offences/*  which  are  mere  surplusage. 
Besides^  a  threatening  posture^  though  an  assault  a  threatening 
at  common  law,  even  without  a  blow,  is  not  held  ^t^  un^ 
here  to  be  '^  smiting'^  within  the  statute.      This  f^^*"^"**" 
must,  then,  be  considered  a  proceeding  for  ^*  brawl- 
ing" only ;  therefore  the  second  article  should  not 
have  been  admitted.     The  third  article  must  be  5&6Edw.vi. 
reformed :  it  should  recite  some  words  of  quar-  Tnten^  to 
relling  ;  for  though  the  statute  was  not  intended  to  ecd^llL^^i 
abridge  the  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,   {a)  yet  as  '^"™^^*^^ 

ing, 

[a)  Vide  2  Add.  144,  an4  1  Consistory  Reports,  181.  In  the 
case  of  Dawe  and  Nockolds  v.  Williams,  2  Add.  130,  Prohibi- 
tion was  applied  for  to  the  Court  of  King*s  Bench,  on  the 
ground,  that  suits  for  *^  brawling"  could  not  be  entertained  by 
**  letters  of  request."  Abbott,  C.  J.  in  discharging  the  rule 
nisi  for  the  prohibition,  said — *<  Taking  this  offence  to  have  been 
created  by  the  5  and  6  Ed.YI.  c.  4.,  I  should  think  that  the  autho- 
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1827,       it  provides  for  brawling  by  "  words  only  ;*'  aqd  as 

MicBAELMAB  ^bis  is  a  proceeding  under  the  statute^  some  wwds 

9dSSiSia     ®^^^^d  ^  alleged.    The  fourth  article  details  suf- 

—       ficiently  what  passed  ;  and  that  the  young  woman 

V.  ^      was  of  age,  and  might  contract  ibarriage  with 

*^"*'"*    whom  she  pleased^  and  exercise  her  judgment  in 

the  choice  of  a  religion,  without  the  interference  of 

her  father. 

I  shall  expect  all  proper  diligence  in  the  future 
stages  of  this  cause  (6).  If  the  facts  are  truly  laid 
in  these  articles^  the  defendant  will  act  more  wisely 
in  giving  an  affirmative  issue,  and  paying  the  ex- 
pences  ;  or^  at  least,  something  nomine  expensarum. 
It  cannot  be  held,  that  this  conduct  is  justifiable  ; 
for  though^  entertaining  a  conscientious  difference 
of  opinion^  he  may  claim  the  utmost  toleration,  yet 
he  must  exercise  some  himself ;  he  must  allow  a 
choice  in  marriage,  and  religion^  to  his  daughter, 
who  is  now  beyond  that  age  when,  by  law,  she  is 
subject  to  a  fiither's  control ;  nor  can  he  be  per- 

rity  hereby  giTen  to  the  ordinary,  is  to  be  exercised  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  authority  given  to  that  officer.  Now  one 
mode  of  exercising  his  authority  is  by  letters  of  request  to  the 
Archbishop  or  his  substitutes.  But  in  Wenmouth  «.  Collins, 
(2  Ld.  Raym.  8&0.)  Lord  Holt  appears  to  have  been  of  opinion, 
Uiat  the .  offence  of  brawling  was  not  created  by  the  statute, 
which  has  been  referred  to,  and  I  think  that  his  opinion  wa$ 
correct.  If  that  be  so,  all  difficulty  is  removed^  and  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  Court  of  Arches  may  derive  jurisdiction 
from  letters  of  request.  This  rule  must,  therefore,  be  dis- 
diarged  with  costs."  Ex  parte  Williams,  4  B.  &  C.  315. 

{b)  The  Court,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  said : — The 
appeal  was  entered  two  years  ago.  How  has  this  delay  arisen  ? 
Has  it  ever  been  asserted  that  a  treaty  of  agreement  was  on 
foot  ?  There  must  have  been  such  faults  on  both  sides,  that  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  would  not  be  the  best  way  to 
dismiss  the  suit  at  once.    Either  party  could  have  urged  it  on. 
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mitted  to  enter  the  church,  and  interfere  in  the      1827. 
ministration  of  its  ceremonies.    If  the  party  is  aware  michabmas 
that  the  charge  can  be  substantiated^  I  recommend    ^^^ 
an  early  adjustment  of  this  cause.    The  articles, 
when  reformed  as  I  have  directed,  will  be  admis* 
nble. 


To  these  articles,  a  responsive  plea  was  admit- 
ted in  the  Court  of  Arches,  without  opposition ; 
which,    after  specifically    denying   the    charges, 
pleaded : — "  That  Jenkins  and  his  daughter  were 
protestant    dissenters  of  the    Baptist  denomina- 
tion^ who  believe    (hat  the  sacrament  of   bap- 
tism  should   only   be    administered    to    certain 
adults,   and  by  immersion;   that  the  same  was 
known  to   the  said  Reverend  Daniel  Rowlands, 
whom  [on  the  day  and  time  alleged]  they  found 
in  his  surplice,  in  a  seat  under  the  pulpit  of  the 
church ;  that  upon  their  entering  the  church,  he 
inmiediately  asked  Mary  Jenkins  whether  she  had 
been  baptized ;  that,  upon  her  replying  she  had 
not,  he  declared  he  would  not  solemnize  the  mar- 
riage unless  she  would  first  consent  to  be  baptized  ; 
and  upon  her  declining  so  to  be  baptized,  he  took 
off  his  surplice ;  that,  at  length,  she  said  she  was 
willing  to  be  baptized,  provided  he  would  im- 
merse her  in  water,  being  the  mode  of  baptism 
approved  of  by  Baptists ;  that  her  said  father  then 
also  declared,  that  the  baptism  of  his  daughter 
should  be  by  immersion,  and  not  by  sprinkling ; 
that  he  made  such  observation  firmly  and  aloud ; 
but  temperately  and  respectfully,  and  not  in  a 
passionate  maimer/' 

After  this  allegation  had  been  admitted,  a  de- 
cree for  answers  was  served  upon  Barrett  on  the 

VOL.  I.  c 
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W^-       19tb  of  July,  1827 ;  but  no  appearance  had  been 

MicHAEUfAg  given  thereto,  nor  had  any  evklence  been  taken 

idsSrion.    ^^  either  side ;  when^  on  this  day,  the  proctor  for 

— -        the  respondait  (the  promoter  ci  the  suit)  applied 

y.         to  the  Court  for  an  extension  of  the  tferm  pro^ 

^^***"'    batory^  to  enable  him  to  examine  witnesses  upon 

the  articles ;  and,  in  support  of  his  application, 

exhibited  an  affidavit. 

Dodson  for  the  respondent. 

Lushingloui  conlrd. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  NichoiiL. 

The  duty  of  the  Court,  in  this  case,  is  quite 
obvious.  The  suit  originally  commenced  in  the 
Con^tory  Court  of  St.  David's,  against  the  de- 
fendant (the  present  appellant)  ^^  for  quarrelling, 
chiding^  and  brawling  in  the  parish  church  of 
Llangain^' — an  ojBTence,  undoubtedly,  proper  to  be 
r^ressed,  particularly  under  the  circumstances 
charged  in  die  articles,  which,  if  true,  Mrill  constitute 
hrafjoling  of  an  aggravated  character.  It  is  a :  suit 
brought  by  a  churchwarden — the  officer  of  the 
parish,  and  of  tibie  Ordinary,  specially  appointed  to 
presjerye  decorum  in  the  church ;  a  very  proper  per- 
son to  institute  these  proceedings,  if  he  has  stepped 
f(»ivard  from  a  sincere  and  unmixed  desire  \£ 
enforcing  the  observance  of  order,  •  Primd  facie; 
then^  the  articles  are  exhibited  for  a  proper  pur- 
pose, and  by  a  proper  person.  But  these  con- 
siderations  rendered  it  more  essential  that  the  cause 
should  be  diligently  prosecuted,  not  only  for  the 
correction  ci  the  individual  oflfendar,  but  as  an 
example  to  deter  others  from  similar  acts^  of  inde- 
cency. Hie  process  of  the  Court  might  otherwise 
lose  much  of  its  effect '  rom ,  the  tardiness  of  its 
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censures;   or,  what  is  still  more  to  be  guarded       ^^^* 
against,  might  be  abused;  and  become  an  instni-  MicHAELKAfl 
ment  of  oppression  and  persecution.  sdtotSiu 

What,  tiien,  has  been  the  course  of  these  proceed-  — 
ings?  They  have  already  depended  three  years,  and  «. 
yet  have  hardly  got  beyond  their  earlieststage.  The  ®^**'"- 
citation  was  extracted  on  the  23d  of  October,  1824, 
and  was  returned  into  Court  on  the  15th  of  No- 
vember: in  the  month  of  February,  1825^  the 
articles  were  admitted  :  an  appeal  was  instituted ; 
and  in  April,  1825,  the  inhibition  was  served:  the 
process  was  not  brought  into  this  Court  till  the 
lOdi  of  December^  and  even  then  a  proxy  for  the 
respondent  was  not  exhibited  ;  and  the  appeal — 
from  a  grievance  only — was  not  heard  till  Hilary 
Term,  1827.  The  case  was  then,  for  the  first  time, 
iHxmght  to  the  notice  of  this  Court,  when  the  delay 
was  so  manifest-' though  it  did  not  appear  to  which 
party  most  blame  was  imputable — ^that  the  Court 
could  not  fail  to  observe  upon  it,  and  signified, 
at  that  time,  that  it  should  expect  the  cause  to  pro- 
ceed with  all  due  diligence  (a).  The  Court  pro- 
nounced for  the  appeal,  and  directed  the  articles 
to  be  reformed — ^this  was  on  the  third  session  of 
Hilary  Term ;  and  yet  the  articles,  notwithstanding 
the  previous  delay,  and  the  urgent  recommenda- 
tion of'  tlie  Court,  were  not  admitted,  on  being 
reformed,  till  the  second  session  of  Trinity  Term  ; 
and  it  was  not  till  the  fourth  session  that  the 
party  stood  assigned  to  prove.  Not  one  witness 
has  since  been  examined  ;  so  that  the  whole  of 
Easter  and  Trinity  Terms,  and  the  long  vacation — 
that  is  to  say  nine  months,   have  elapsed,  and 

(a)  See  p.  16,  suprd, 

c2 
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Wff.  the  cause  has  not,  substantiidlyy  advanced-  <me 
Xi€BA«LMAf  single  Step. 
adtoriMi  With  whom,  or  where,  has  been  this  delay  ? 
Primd  facie^  with  the  promoter  of  the  suit ;  for 
"fT"  if  the  charge  were  true,  and  it  were  sincerely 
wished  to  punish  the  ofl^ce,  and  thus^  by  a  timely 
example,  prevent  a  repetition  of  it,  it  was  incum* 
bent  on  him  immediately  to  have  proceeded,  and 
proved  his  case.  On  the  fourth  session  of  Trinity 
Term)  the  defendant  gave  a :  responsive  allegation ;: 
but  to  this  he  was  not  obliged,  as  no  witnesses  had 
beai  examined  on  the  articles.  In  the  Court  of 
Arches,  then,  the  defendant  has^  at  least,  shown 
due  diligence :  there  was  no  call  upon  him  to  enter 
into  his  defence  till  there  was  some  evidence  oflfered 
in  proof  of  the  charge ;  but  answers .  were  called 
for ;  the  decree  was  promptly  served,  and,  up  to 
thi^  moment,  the  answers  have  not  been  brought 
in.  Is  any  satisfactory  reason  assigned  for  all  Hm 
delay  ?  The  proctor  for  the  promoter  has  relied 
on  a  long  affidavit,  and  some  letters  which  are 
annexed  to  it ;  but  his  own  statement  is,  that  not 
any  steps  were  taken  by  him  till  after  the  admis- 
sion of  the  defensive  allegation,  and  then  only  to 
the  extent  of  a  mere  enquiry — ^whether  an  arrange- 
ment of  the  suit  could  not  be  eflfected.  The  first 
letter  adverted  to  in  the  affidavit,  is  from  the  proc- 
tor in  London  to  his  client's  proctor  in  Wales ;  this 
was  written  on  the  15th  of  September :  the  firrt  ori- 
ginal letter  produced  is  dated  Carmarthen,  1st.  of 
October :  it  is  addressed  to  the  respondent's  proctor 
by  the  proetor  for  the  defendant  in  the  Court  below, 
Bfid  commences  in  these  terms — '^  I  believe  both  these 
individuals  are  heartily  tired  of  this  suit,  and  that 
it  will  be  to  the  advantage  of  all  parties  to  drop 
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further  proceedings,  each  paying  his  own  cobts.       1827. 
As  the  question,  whether  a  clergyman  is  bound  to  micuaeuum 
marry  a  dissenter,  baptized  or  unbaptized,  cannot    J^SiULm 
be  tried  in  this  suit,  the  Bishop,  (now  of  Sarum)        — 
and  the  dissenters,  can  have  no  interest  or  motive      *"*"* 
in  proceeding  further. '"     So  that  it  turns  out  this    ^^^""^ 
suit  vms  not  brought  by  the  parish-officer  simply 
to  preserve  decorum  and  decency  in  the  church ; 
but  that  there  were  other  parties  (who  are  not  be^ 
(ore  this  Court)^  and  other  motives ;  and  that  the 
proceedings  are  instituted  on  purpose  to  try,  inci- 
dentally and  collaterally,  another  question  ;  to  the 
merits  cf  which   question,  howev^^  I  shall   not 
advert  in  any  degree  (a). 

It  is  not  necessary  fcnr  me  to  notice  any  other 
circumstances  than  what  have  happened  in  this 
Court ;  it  is  sufficient  for  me  that  there  has  been 
such  gross  delay  in  not  hitherto  examining  any 
witnesses  in  support  of  the  articles,  and  that  in 
a  cause  requiring,  at  all  times,  due  diligence; 
but,  particularly,  under  the  recommendation  and 
express  direction  d[  the  Courts  that  I  am  bound, 
in  justice,  to  dismiss  the  defendant.  These  pro- 
ceedings have  been  now  hanging  over  the  head 
of  this  man  for  three  years :  the  process  of  the 
Courts  I  repeat,  might  thus  be  made  available 
fw  vexatious  purposes.  It,  therefore,  appears  to 
me  desirable  to  put  an  end  to  this  suit,  which 
is  an  object,  it  is  said,  that  both  parties  are  anxious 
to  attain ;  but  1  do  not  think  that  I  shall  satisfy  th^ 
demands  of  justice  by  simply  dismissing  it.    The 

(a)  Reference  being  made  by  counsel  to  the  case  of  Kemp  v. 
Wickes ;  3  Phill.  264,  the  Court  obserf  ed,  that  the  decision 
in  thai  case  was  confined  to  burials,  to  which  also  the  rubric 
odIj  applied. 
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.1827.      defendant  may  have  been,  in  some  d^ree,  m  pari 
MicHASLMAs  ^^^^^^  r  ^^^  '''^^  j  ustificd  ui  appealing^  and,  as  far  as 
M*^'       *^^  procisedings  have  taken  place  mider  my  cogni- 
— ■-  '    zance,  and  since  the  admonition  of  the  Court,  his 
jBNKiirB     0niige  has  been  conducted  with  promptitude  and 
Bakrett.    attention,  and  without  any  appearance  rf  unneces- 
Bsry  delay.    I,  therefore,  dismiss  the  suit,  and  con- 
demn the  promoter  in  the  sum  d[  302.  nomme 
expensarum. 


BARRETT   V.   BARRETT. 


On  Motion. 


4ih8cnioo.  This  suit  was  Originally  brought  in  the  Com^ 
A pwtybdiig  niissary  Court  of  Surrey ;  and  was  prcxnoted  by 
before  the        Roweua   Barrett    against    her    huslWd,   George 

Court  in  a  suit   _^  _  _,  -  /•!•  i 

for  dhrorce  by  Barrett^  for  a  divorce  by  reason  of  his  cruelty. 
mlStyfacUGC      Th^  citatiou  was  returned  on  the  second  session 
•dnheiy  .ub.    ^  Michaclmas  Term,  1826.     Upon  the  admission 

■eqaent  to  the  '  '^ 

citatioD  may  (^  the  libel,  the  cause  was  appealed  ;  and,  on  the 
be  pleaded,  ^y-day  after  Trinity  Term,  1827,  this  Court  pro- 
nounced against  the  appeal ;  but,  at  the  petition  of 
both  proctors,  retained  the  cause.  On  the  first 
session  of  the  present  term,  the  proctor  for  the 
husband  confe^ed  the  marriage,  but  otherwise 
gave  a  negative  issue.  The  proctor  for  the  wife 
was  assigned  to  prove  the  libel. 

Lushington  now  moved,  on  affidavit,  to  permit 
additional  articles  to  the  libel,  or  an  allegation,  to 
be  given  in  pleading  acts  of  adultery  by  the  hus- 
band, subsequent  to  the  conunencement  of  the  suit. 
Arnold  opposed  the  motion. 
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Barrett 
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Barrbtt. 


Per  Curiam.  1827. 

. .  As .  the  wife  will  be  clearly  entitled  to  a  sepa-  micharlmai 
ration  on.  account  of  the  adulteiy,  if  proved, 
the  only  questiop  is,  whether  a  new  citation  is 
necessary.  .  I  think  it  is  unnecessary,  since  the 
husband  is  already  before  the  Court ;  and  since  it 
cannot  be  objected  that  any  distinction  exists  be- 
tween the  proceeding  on  one  ground  or  the  other. 
It  would,  therefore,  save  useless  expence  to  receive 
the  allegation,  notwithstanding  the  original  cita- 
tion was  only  for  cruelty. 

IMotion  granted. 


HAMERTON   V.   HAMERTON. 


An  appeal  from  the  Consistory  Court  of  Gloucester. 


This  was  originally  a  proceeding  in  the  Epis-      By-day. 
copal   Consistorial   Court   of   Gloucester,    in    a  i.  whraTAu- 
cause  of  divorce,  by  reason  of  adultery,  brought  ^^^^^'^^^ 
by  William  Medows  Hamerton,  against  Isabella  to  commence 
Frances  Hamerton,   his  wife.     The  citation   in  return  of  the 
the  Court  below  was  returned  on  the  26th   of  ^^^^alLb. 
April,  1827.    On  the  2d  of  August  the  Ubel  and  ^?^°*J^^ 
the  allegation  of  Faculties  were  admitted ;  upon  be  auowed  as 
which  alimony  of  300/.  per  annum,  to  be  paid  2."wte^T*' 
monthly,  pen(/m/^  lite,  and  to  commence  from  the  "SiownfoT^ 
return  of  the  citaticxi,  was  decreed.     A  monition  negriectingto 
issued    at  the  same  time,  for  payment.     On  the  monition  per. 
3d  of  August  this  monition  was  executed  by  a  rpartyma^,  * 
personal  service  on  Majo  iHamerton,  the  promoter  ^"^^i^^ 
d'tbe  suit;  and,  on  the  27th  of  September,  it  was  contumadoni : 

*  '  I  -^  butoii'/er,  for 

"  a  mere  infonnftlity,  if  he     a»Yiitiially  obeyed,  or  is  rea^y  to  obey^  the  monition. 
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1827.      'returned  as  duly  certilSed,  when,  no  appearance 

mcHA«LMA8  bek^  given  to  it,  the  contumacy  of  the  husband 

SrJS^*      was  accused,   and  a  certificate  thereof  instantly 

—       g^ranted  (a) .    Receipts  for  various  sums,  as  paid  to 

"^r"''    thfc  wife  by  the  husband,  were  afterwards,  during 

HuiuTON.  jjig  sitting  of  the  Court,  produced  and  rejected. 

On  this  an  appeal  was  presented  to  the  Court  of 
Arches ;  and  the  pr^^erfim  of  the  appeal  was^ ''  for 
refusing  to  allow  any  or  either  of  the  sum  or  sums 
of  sixty  pounds^  ^xty  pounds,  and  seven  pounds 
ten  shiUings,  paid  by  the  said  William  Medow^ 
Hamerton  to  the  said  Frances  Isabella  his  wife, 
or  to  her  agent,  since  the  institution  of  this  suit, 
to  be  taken  in  part  of  alimony  decreed  in  the 
cause ;  and  for  pronouncing,  at  the  same  Court, 

the  said  William  Medows  Hamerton  to  be  in  con- 
tempt for  not'  appearing  to  a  certain  monition 
issued  against  him  for  the  payment  of  the  same/^  (6) 

Lushington  and  Dodson,  for  the  appellant. 

Jenner  and  Addams,  contra, 

(a)  See  53  Geo.  III.  c.  127. 
Not.  3  [b)  [1827.    Arches.    M.  T.  1st  Session.]    NotwithstandiDg 

this  appeal,  and  the  inhibition  serred  on  the  Judge,  the 
registrar,  and  the  adverse  proctor,  the  Court  below  was  pro- 
ceeding  to  follow  up  the  decree  of  contumacy  by  certifying  the 
contempt  of  Major  Hamerton  to  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  when 
Lushington  applied  to  this  Court  for  its  interference. 

Addams,  contrdf  stated  that  these  steps  had  been  taken  in 
error ;  but  that  Major  Hamerton  was  in  no  danger  of  arrest. 

The  Court  said  that  the  measure  complained  of  was  certainly 
Tory  irregular ;  but  as  the  inhibition  had  not  been  returned, 
this  Court  had  nothing  before  it  upon  which  to  act :  It  had, 
however,  no  doubt  that  on  this  expression  of  its  opinion,  the 
proceedings  would  be  stayed. 


On  the  same  day,  in  the  Vice-Chancellob*8  Court,  Mr. 
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HMMMaaom* 


Sir  John  Nigholl.  nicHAstMitf 

It  is  difficult  to  ascertain  from  the  process  what     Bj^Sm 
was  done,  or  intended  to  be  done,  in  this  cause  by    „  — 
die  Court  at  Gloucester — whether  the  monition  was         v. 
obeyed,  or  evaded  and  resisted.  The  monition  itself 
is  thus  worded, — ^^  That  William  Medows  Hamei'- 
ton  do  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  Isabella  Frances 

KoB  applied  for  an  order  to  restrain  the  Cnrsitor  of  the 
Coort  from  issoing  out  a  writ  de  contumace  capiendo  against 
Major  Hamerton,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  appealed  from 
the  Ecclenastical  Court  of  Gloucester,  but  before  the  inhi- 
bition cooid  be  served,  the  Court  of  Gloucester  had  granted 
a  $igniJicmoU\  and  upon  the  production  of  that  instrument,  a 
writ  for  the  arrest  of  Major  Hamerton  would  issue,  as  of  course. 
Under  these  circumstances,  Mr.  Kob  trusted  his  Honour  would 
interfere  to  protect  diis  gentleman  from  arrest  on  a  process  that 
was  not  bailable.  He  had  used  every  diligence  in  procuring 
the  inhibition,  so  that  no  blame  was  attributable  to  him  on 
that  head«  [The  Yice-Cbamcbllob  asked  why  the  Court  of 
Arches  did  not  interpose  its  authority,  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
forcing its  own  order?]  Mr.  Kob  replied,  that  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Court  could  not  now  protect  Major  Hamerton,  as  the 
a&ir  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  officer  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery. 

The  Vice-Chan  CBLLOR,  on  referring  to  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment (53  Geo.  III.  c.  127),  found  that  the  officer  was  **  authorised 
and  required  to  grant  the  writ  upon  the  production  of  the  rnoni-r 
tion."  His  Honour,  therefore,  felt  that  he  could  not  be  jnati-i 
fied  in  making  an  order  in  opposition  to  a  positive  Act  of  Par* 
liament.  The  case  was  a  novel  one,  and  might,  in  his  opinioUj^ 
be  mentioned  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


Th^  Lord  Chamcbllob,  on  the  same  day,  refused  to  enter«« 
tain  the  application  until  notice  should  be  served  on  the  wife ; 
and,  being  informed  that  she  was  in  France,  said,  notice  to  her 
Solicitor  would  be  deemed  good  service. — ^Further  steps  were, 
however,  unnecessary,  as  no  attempt  was  made  to  sue  out  the 
writ,  after  the  opinion  ezpcessed  by  the  Court  of  Arches. 


fl6 
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^^^*       Hamerton,  or  to  her  proctor^  for  her.  use,  an  ali- 
JboHABLHAB  moiiy  pendente  lite  of   twenty-five  pounds  per 
^2y.     Month,  the  same  to  be  compnted  from  the  twenty- 
ji^J^^^    Mxth  day  of  April   now  last  past,  and  so  from 
V.         thenceforward  every  month  during  the  continoance 
''^'   of  this  suit,  under  pain  of  the  law,  and  contempt 
thereof."  This  monition,  therefore,  does  not^require 
a  personal  appearance )  nor  does  it  direct  the  pay- 
ment of  the  alimony  into  Court — but  to  the  party, 
or  her  proctor.    As  far  as  I  can  discover,  the  party, 
on  whom  this  monition  was  served,  did  not  intend  to 
to  be  contuniacious,  but    proposed  to  show  that 
he  had  complied  nvith  the  orders  of  the  Coiurt. 
Three  months  had  elapsed  from  the  return  of  the 
citation  to  the  date  of  the  monition :   at  which 
time  75/.  only  were  due   to  the  wife  for  ali- 
mony; but  taking  the  period  to  the  return  of 
the  monition,  only  five  months  had  passed,  and 
consequently  125/.  would,  on  that  calculation,  be 
the  utmost  extent  of  her. claim.    Now,  on  the 
27th  of  September,  the  day  on  which  the  monition 
was  returned,   what  does  the  husband's  proctor 
do  ?    He  refers  to  certain  receipts^  purporting  to 
be  for  various  sums  paid  to  the  use  of  the  wife, 
amounting  together  tp  127/.  10^.,  and/f  also  a  pro- 
portionate part  of  70/.  as  part  of  alimony  decreed.'^ 
What  then  is  meant  by  this?    The  dates  of  the 
receipts  are  not  given  ;  no  affidavits  are  offered  to 
to  show  that  these  payments  had  been  actually 
made  since  the  return  of  the  citation — ^the  receipts 
themselves  were  not  exhibited,  or,  at  least,  they 
are  not  transmitted  in  the  process  to  this  Court 
It  seems,  however,  ftt)m  the  prasertim  of  the 
appeal,  that  it  was  intended,  to  establish  that 

certain  paym^ts  had  been  made  to  the  wife,  since 
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the  institution  of  the  suit,  and,  therefore,  that  the       ^^^• 


party  was  not  in  contempt.     But  it  is  difficult,  Michaelmas 
from  the  documents  before  me,  to  pronounce,  con-      By-Sly. 
fidently^  with    what  object  these  receipts  were    n^J^^^ 
brought  to  th^  notice  of  the  Court,  or^  whether         v. 
the  Judge  did  right  or  wrong  in  the  steps  he  then 
tax>k.     If  there  were  no  affidavit  to  show  that  the 


receipts  were  for  payments  made  subsequent,- 

fortiarij  if  by  the  dates  it  appeared  that  they  were 
prior, — ^to  die  return  of  the  citation;  if  no  later 
payment  were  attempted  to  be  proved,  and  no 
reasonable  cause  assigned  for  the  neglect — in  that 
casCj  as  the  monition  had,  on  the  3d  of  August^ 
been  personally  served  on  the  husband,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  Court  was  justified  in  enforcing 
its  decree  by  pronouncing  him  contumacious.  If, 
on  the  other,  hand^  the  receipts  were  dated*  after 
the  dtation,  and  the  mere  want  of  affidavits  to 
authenticate  them^  was  the  principal  informality 
to  complain  of,  the  Court  should  have  allowed  a 
short  time  to  the- party,  to  verify  their  contents 
before  it  certified  him  to  bein  contempt. 

But  in  every  point  of  view,  there  is  sufficient  to 
induce  me  to  arrive  at  this  conclusion,  that  it  will 
be  beneficial  for  all  parties  not  to  remit  the  cause. 
I  wish  it,  however,  to  be  distinctly  understood, 
that  if  these  payments  were  made  after  the  return 
of  the  citation,  they  must  be  deducted  as  so  much 
mi  account  of  the  alimony  Aat  h^  been  allotted 
to  the  vrife ;  but  if  before,  then  they  are  not  to  be 
deducted;  and  the  husband  must  forthwith  pay 
the  balance  that  is  now  due,  and  proceed  imme- 
diately to  the  examination  of  his  witnesses  upon 
the  libel.  .  1  pronounce  for  the  appeal,  and  retain 
the  cause. 
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WYLLIE  V.   MOTT   &  FRENCH 


On  admission  of  the  LibeL 


1927. 


This  cause  was  broug^t^  by  letters  of  request^ 
hom  the  Commissary  of  Surrey^  and  was  promoted 
by  Alexander  Wyllie,  alleging  himself  to  be  a  pa- 
ii  a  libd  lor  rishjoner  and  inhabitant  of  the  Parish  of  Thames 
#Mit,atitie  Ditton,  against  John  Mott  and  Robert  French^ 
P^I^J^  Ghurchwardens  of  the  said  parish^  citing  them  to 
^J^jJ^  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  reinstated  in  the 
mnff,  or  be-  pos^esgdou  and  occupation  of  a  certain  pew  in  the 
which  are  ii-  parish  chuTch.  Au  appearance  haying  been  given 
iSfiSf m/'  for  the  Churchwardens,  a  libel  was  brought  in  ; 
rat  on  a  pos.  and,  ou  the  fourth  session  of  Hilary  Term,  was 

MMory  title,     j  i         j 
andacquiei.      Qebatea. 

**"^OTdir^'      Jennevj  in  opposition  to  its  admission. — ^The  title 


M^TIsti^  to  a  pew  resting  on  a  sale  is  bad.  Even  a  faculty 
of  the  party—  t^^a  pcTson  and  his  heirs  for  ever  is  illegal ;  but  no 
ber  of  fiuniiy,  faculty  is  pleaded  here.  A  removal  by  the  Church- 
^f^^lyl^^.  wardens  is  justifiable,  in  order  to  put  an  end  to 
such  a  claim. 

.  Ijushington,  contra. — The  principle  is  not  con- 
tended for,  that  pews  can  be  let  or  sold,  but  the 
jHBCtice  very  generally  prevails.  In  some  London 
parishes  the  pews  are  let  by  the  churchwardens* 
^-^CourL  It  is  done  under  a  special  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment in  St.  George's^  Hanover  Square;  is  not 
that  the  case  in  the  parishes  alluded  to?]  It  is 
apprehended  noti*  When  the  gallery  was  erected, 
certainly  it  was  not  l^al  to  sell  the  pews.  Mr. 
Wyllie  does  not  assert  a  permanent  right.  The  pa- 
rish having  received  the  money,  cannot  now  turn 
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him  out,  unless  gireat  public  inconvenience  results. 
He  was  originally  seated  by  consent  of  the  Church-* 
wardens  for  the  time  being,  and  has  long  retained 
the  pew^  and  is  a  proper  person  to  occupy  it. 
This  is  a  sufficient  possessory  title  against  a  dis- 
turber. Both  parties  are  in  eodem  delicto.  Astley 
V.  Biddle  (a)  was  a  case  exactly  siaiilar.  Though  the 
title  was  bad^  the  party  was  allowed  to  continue. 

Judgment. 
Sir  John  Ntcholl. 

This  is  a  suit  instituted  by  Alexander  Wyllie,  a 
parishioner  and  inhabitant  of  the  parish  of  Thames 
Ditton,  against  John  Mott  and  Robert  French, 
Churchwardens,  for  disturbing  him  in  a  seat 
which  he  occupied  in  that  church;  or,  as  it  is 
technically  called^  for  perturbation  of  seat.  The  libel 
s^  forth  all  the  history  and  circumstances  of  tfie 
case,  and,  among  other  matters,  the  history  of 
the  building  of  a  gallery,  with  additional  pews  in 
that  church  ;  the  allotment  of  those  pews  in  con- 
sequence of  a  purchase  and  sale ;  and  subsequent 
transfers  by  bequests  and  letting;  all  which  modes 
of  acquiring  seats  nmst  be,  and  have  been,  ac- 
knowledged by  the  counsel  to  give  no  legal  title* 
Seats  in  the  church  belong  to  the  parish,  for  the 
use  of  the  inhabitants,  and  by  law  cannot  be  sold, 
nor  let,  without  a  special  Act  of  Parliament  for 
the  purpose.  The  question,  Aen,  is,  whether  the 
pfti*tyj  by  amending  his  plea,  can  set  forth  such  a 
title  as  would  justify  tiie  interposition  of  the 
Court  in  his  fevour ;  that  is,  whether  the  libel 
may  be  so  reformed  as  to  rest  the  claim  on  the 
ground  of  possession  alone,  or  must  be  n^ected 
altogether. 

(a)  a  PUiL  617.    1  CoBriftory  Reports^  dl«.  note. 
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^^^-  The   first  article   pleads,   Ihat  the  diurcfa  of 

MieHABLMAt  Thames  Ditton  being  insufficient  for  the  accomuHV 
dation  of  the  parishioners,  it  was  agreed,  at  a  Ves- 
try held  on  the  13th  of  July,  1809,  to  build  a  gal- 
lery;  that  a  faculty  was  obtained,  and  the  gallery 
erected.    This  is  introductory  and  not  iinproper. 

The  second  article  states^  tlmt  the  Churchwaidens 
and  Vestry  sold  the  seats ;  that  the  pew,  No.  4,  was 
sold  to  Mrs.  Moss  for  171.  10^.,  and  a  receipt  given 
by  the  vestry  clerk  ;  that  No.  5  was  sold  to  Lady 
Sullivan,  and  a  r^ipt  also  given,  and  it  exhibits 
the  former  receipt,  dated  in  March,  1811.  This 
i*  alleging  what,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end^ 
was  an  ill^al  transaction,  and  can  ftimidi  no 
ground  of  title :  the  money  paid  can  only^  be 
considered  as  voluntary  contributions  and  sub- 
scriptions towards  the  building :  it  may  be  a 
reason,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Churchwardens, 
for  seating  these  persons,  and  such  seating  may 
give  a  possessory  right-Hsufficient  against  a  mere 
disturber ;  but  if  the  Court  were  to  admit  any  part 
of  this  article  it  would  lend  a  countenance  to  a 
proceeding  cmitrary  to  law.  The  sale  and  pur- 
chase do  not  improve — ^they  rather  operate  against 
the  claim ;  because  if  a  party  seeks  to  found  his 
title  on  an  illegal  origin,  it  goes  far  to  justify 
bis  removal.    I  reject   the  whole  of  the  second 

article. 

The  third  article  pleads,  that,  on  payment  of 
the  sum  of  17/.  lOi.,  Mrs.  Moss  was  placed  in 
pew  No.  4 ;  that  her  daughter,  Mrs.  Wyllie,  sat 
in  the  pew,  and  inhabited  another  house  in  the 
parish,  to  which  Mrs.  Moss,  in  1820,  removed, 
and  where  she  continued  to  reside,  with  Wyllie 
and  his  fiimily,  till  her  death,-  in  September,  1826 ; 
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that  Wyllie  and  his  family  occupied  this  pew  till  ^^^* 

June,  1822.     This  article  must  be  reformedi—  michavlmab 

leaving  it  to  state  that  Mrs.  Moss  was  put  into  By.a^. 

possession  of  this  pew  by  the  Churchwardens,  and  w~„ 

omitting  eyery  thing  that  relates  to  the  money  «•. 

paid  on  that  account — a  circumstance  that  cannot  & 

asmt  the  case,  prwcb. 

The  fourth  article — open  to  the  same  observa-  ^ 
tion,  is  to  the  following  effect: — That  iii  June, 
1822,  on  Lady  Sullivan  quitting  the  parish, 
Wyllie,  with  thw?  consent  of  the  Churchwaurdens, 
removed  to  No.  6,  agreeing  to  pay  5/.  a  year ;  and 
that  Mr.  Lowden,  with  the  consent  of  the  Church- 
wardens, was  placed  in  No.  4,  agreeing  to  pay 
Mrs.  Moss  SI.  a  year ;  that  Wyllie  sat  in  No.  5, 
payii^  Lady  Sullivan  5/.  a  year,  till  September, 
1826,  when  Mott  and  French^  the  Churchwardens, 
gave  him  notice  that  they  had  appropriated  the 
pew  to  Thomas  Morgan,  Esq.,  and  dispossessed 
him.  That  Lowden  continued  in  possession  of 
No.  4,  paying  Mrs.  Moss  3/.  a  year  till  her  deaths 
but  now  refuses  to  pay.  It  may  be  pleaded,  that 
on  Lady  Sullivan  quitting  the  parish,  Wyllie  was 
seated  in  No.  5,  with  the  consent  of  the  Church- 
wardens; but  all  that  refers  to  the  agreements 
and  payments  must  be  struck  out  as  irrelevant 
and  ill^al.  With  this  reform,  the  article  will 
show  something  of  a  possessory  title^  viz.,  origi- 
nal occupation  with  the  consent — and  possession 
for  four  years  without  objection,  and,  conse- 
quently, with  the  presumed  concurrence — of  the 
Churchwardens. 

The  fifth  article  alleges,  that  Mrs.  Moss,  by 
will,  left  a  pew.  No.  4,  to  Wyllie,  and  appointed 
him,  alid  I^vid  Willis,  her  executors  ;  and  a  copy 
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*^*^-      of**e  will   is  exhibited.     This,  again;  I  most 

IHcHABijiAf  reject :  it  is  perfectly  irrelevant :  it  fontiB  no  seoi* 

^3J^'      Uance  rf  a  title ;  on  the  ccmtrary,  it  bears  rather 

Wtous     •gainst  Wyllie^s  case,  making  it  rely  for  support  on 

V.        that  which  the  Court  can  never  admit  to  be  averred 

'■  ii         as  a  proper,  or  legal,  foundation.    Mrs.  Moss  could 

'^"^-     not   transfer    a  right  which,  at  best,  was  only 

w  personal. 

The  sixth  article  pleads,  that  Wyllie's  family 
consists  of  himself,  his  wife,  and  ten  children ;  that 
he  has  a  house  and  forty-one  acres  of  land,  both 
freehold ;  and  that  he  rents  thirty-three  acres ;  that 
he  is  rated  at  119/.  a  year ;  and  since  he  was  dis- 
possessed of  No.  5,  has  not  had  any  accommodation 
for  himself,  and  femily,  to  attend  divine  service  at 
this  church. — ^This  may  be  admitted,  as  shiwing 
that  he  was  a  fit  person  to  occupy  the  pew ;  and 
that  he  had  no  other  sittings  for  his  family ;  fi[nr  if 
the  Churchwardens,  for  the  purpose  of  asserting 
their  right,  and  putting  a  stop  to  the  ill^fal  prac- 
tice of  letting  pews,  had  placed  him  in  another, 
equally  good,  and  commodious,  that  might  not 
have  been  improper. 

This  libel,  then,  is  admissible  if  confined  to  the 
&cts  of  the  erecticm  of  the  gallery ;  to  the  seating  of 
Mrs.  Moss  and  of  Wyllie  by  the  Churchwardens,  at 
first,  in  No.  4 ;  to  Wyllie's  removal  to  No.  6,  with 
file  consent  of  the  Churchwardens,  on  its  becoming 
vacant  by  Lady  Sullivan's  leaving  the  parish,  or 
giving  up  possession  of  the  pew ;  to  Wyllie's  quiet 
occupation  from  1822  to  1^6,  and  his  fitness  to 
retain  it.  It  ivill  then  rest  with  the  Church- 
wardens to  justify  the  removal,  and  displacing  of 
him. 

In  respect  to  the  payment  of  rent  by  Wyllie  to 
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Lady  Sullivan^  and  by  Lowden  to  Wyllie,  it  stands       1827, 
on  no  l^al  foundation.     They  have  paid  it  in  MicHAiuiAi 
their  own  wrong,  and  it  is  their  own  fault  if  they      te»m, 
pay  any  more.     It  is  an  illegal  practice  which  this        _-I^' 
Court  can  never  sanction^    nor    approve.      The     ^^"* 
gallery  and  pews  belong  to  the  parish,  and  are       ^^ 
for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  ;  and  the  Church-     Frswob. 
wardens  must  exercise  a  just  discretion  in  allotting  jwhwar. 
them.     If  they  exercise  that  discretion  improperly,  erase  a  just 
the  Ordinary  will  set  them  right,  after  having  heard  the  aiio^t 

all  parties.  jlrt^r^. 

I  reject  the  second  and  fifth  articles,  and  direct  rectionofthe 
the  third  and  fourth  to  be  reformed.  ordinary. 


The  libel,  thus  reformed,  was  admitted  ;  and  on  a  party  not 
the  fii-st   Session  of  Michaelmas  Term,  the  term  ^^^^i^ 
probatory    was   prayed  to  be   extended,    on    the  •'^y  ^f  the  re- 

^  111  .mi.       turn  of  the  de- 

ground  that  the    answers  were    not   brought  m  creepenonaiiy 

(a),    though    the    decree    had    been    personally  JSS^^^ 

served  upon  the  defendants  in  July  last :  it  vras  ^,2w^^!^l 

new  not  ap- 
(a)  In  another  case,  in  the  Prerogative  Court,  no  witness  P«™»g  ^  * 
had  been  produced  on  an  allegation  admitted  in  Easter  Term ;  •  P™*»T' 
and  no  attempt  had  been  made  to  serve  the  decree  for  answers 
till  two  or  three  days  before  the  first  Session  of  this  Term,  when 
the  decree  was  returned  with  a  certificate  that  the  party  could 
not  be  found  :  the  Court,  referring  to  the  delay  of  four  months 
before  any  steps  had  been  taken  to  enforce  the  giving  in  of  the 
answers,  refused  an  application  for  the  extension  of  the  term 
probatory,  or  to  issue  a  decree  viis  et  modis  against  the  party. 
It,  however,  recommended  the  adverae  proctor  to  bring  in  the 
answers,  or  if  they  were  only  material,  as  authenticating 
exhibits,  to  admit,,  in  acts  of  Court,  the  validity  of  such  exhibits. 
If  this  was  not  done  ;  and,  at  the  hearing,  the  answers  should 
appear  important,  the  Court  might,  then,  rescind  the  coii- 
clnsion  of  the.  cause. 

VOL.  I.  D 
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1827.      further  stated^  that  a  compulscnry  was,  on   this 
MicHAEUf A8  ^y^  returned  against  a  witness,  on  the  libel^  and 

B^Sw      ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^*  appeared, 
—  Per  Curiam. 

^"'         The  CJourt — ^upon  the  proctor  for  the  defendants 

^^       engaging  that  the  answers  should  be  brought  in  on 

Frbmgh.     the  second  session— extended  the  time;   but  ob- 

Jj^  served,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  for  the  proctor  to 

appear  to  the  decree  for  answers;    but  that  the 

answers  themselves  ought  to  have  been  brought  in ; 

a  practice  which  would  be  expected  in  future. 

The  Court  also  did  not  pronounce  the  witness^ 

upon    whom   the   compulsory  had  been  served, 

contumacious^  but  continued  the  certificate  to  the 

next  session ;  stating^  however,  that  henceforward 

It  should  pronounce  a  party  contumacious  on  the 

return  of  the  compulsory. 


Theoocnpierof  This  oauso  uow  camc  before  the  Court  cm  a 
to^Slean^ifl?  qucstiou  of  the  admissibility  of  an  all^;ation, 
u^^omnot  g^ven  in  on  the  part  of  the  Churchwardens,  in 
let  the  pew     gubstaucc,  as  follows : — 

anna  it  to,        1.  The  first  articlc,  in  contradiction  to  the  third 

hwTCTto  to"*  position  of  the  libel,    alleges,   that  Mrs.   Moss, 

^  *JPJ^  ^^  from  the  time  she  quitted  her  house,  only  resided^ 

wardoa.         occasionally,    with    Wyllie;    and  for    two    years 

before  her  death,  resided   almost  constantly,  and 

boarded^  with  her  son  George  Moss,  at  Thames 

Ditton. 

2.  The  second  recites  the  fourth  article  of  the 
libel,  and  denies,  that  Wyllie  was  put  into  pos- 
session df  the  pew  on  account  of  the  increase  of 
his  £unily ;  but  alleges,  that  without  the  consent 
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rf  the  Churchwardens,  he  rented  it  of  Lady  Sul-      1827. 
livan  fcMT  5Z.  a  year,  when  she  quitted  the  parish  in  MicHAELHAi 
1822,  on  condition  that  he  should  quit  it  on  notice      J'SJ' 

from    Lady   Sullivan,    or    her  son.    Sir    Charles 

Sullivan,  who  was  expected  to  purchase  or  rent  the        ^* 
house  she   had  occupied;  that  while  this   house       ^^ 
was  untenanted,  Wyllie  was  not  disturbed  in  the     E»iMCBi 
occupation   of  the  pew ;  that  in  May,    1826,  he  K^ 
quitted  the  house,  and  let  it  to  Mrs.  Turquand^ 
and  gave  her  possession  of  the  pew^  and  neither 
he  not  his  family  sat  there  afterwards ;  that  he  had 
a  lodging   for   three   months;    but   in   October 
removed  entirely  to  London^  and  ceased  to  be  a 
parishicmer^  and  inhabitant  of  the  parish  of  Thames 
Ditton. 

3.  The  third  pleads,  that  Wyllie  occupies  a 
house  in  Conduit  Street,  where  he,  his  wife,  and 
greata*  part  of  his  family^  have  almost  constantly 
resided  since  he  quitted  Thames  Ditton,  and  that 
they  attend  divine  service  at  the  Parish  Church  c^ 
St.  Geoi^e,  Hanover  Square,  or  some  other  church 
or  chapel  in  the  neighbourhood. 

4.  That  the  pew.  No.  4,  was  allotted  to  Mrs. 
Moss,  as  occupier  of  a  certain  houte ;  that  Wyllie^ 
who  married  her  daughter^  continued  to  occupy  it 
till  1822^  when  he  gave  it  up  to  Silvester  Lowden^ 
Esq.,  who  occupied  Mrs.  Moss'  house:  that  the 
pews,  Nos.  4  and  5,  are  nearly  of  the  same  size ;  but 
that  No.  5  will  hold  one  person  more,  viz.,  seven 
or  eight  persons. 

5.  That  when  the  pew,  No.  5,  was  built  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  faculty  in  April,  1811,  it  was  allc^ted  to 
Lady  Sullivan,  as  occupier  of  one  of  the  largest 
bouses  in  the  parish^  and  has  always  been  considered 
as  allotted  to  the  occupier  of  that  house ;  that  at 

d2 
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1827;  Lady-day,  1826,  the  house  and  grounds  l;vere  let' 

Michaelmas  ^ot  fourteen  years  to  Thomas  Morgan,  EJsq. ;  that 

ByST*  ^^'  shortly  after,  *ook  possession  of  it ;  that  he^ 

—  has  a  wife,   three  children,   and  a   ffovemess  in 

V.  this  house,  and  that  he  and   his  family  are   m 

g^  the  constant  habit   of  attending  Thaineg  Dittort 

EamoH.  Church. 

9      6.  Tliat  Morgan,  understanding  the  pew,  No.  5, ' 
belonged  to  him  as  occupier  of   this   house,  "in' 
July,  1826,   intended  to  take  possession  of  if ; 
that  he    found   it   occupied   by  Mrs.  Turquand 
and  her  family ;  that  he  then  applied  to  the  In- 
cumbent and  Churchwardens  to  be  seated,  and,* 
with  their  knowla^e,  consent,  and  approbation, 
and  with  that  of  the  principal  inhabitants,  on  the 
Ist  of  October,  1826,  took,  and  has,  ever  since, 
remained  in  undisturbed  possession  of  the  pew, 

7.  That  Morgan  has  a  young  and  increasing 
family,  and  that  his  premises  are  assessed  to  the 
poor  rates  at  140/.  per  annum. 

8.  That  Wyllie,  since  quitting  the  parish  in 
1826,  has  only  occasionally  visited  it,  princi- 
pally for  the  purpose  of  collecting  his  rents,  and 
then  slept  at  the  house  of  one  of  his  friends ; 
and  that  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  decree  in  this 
eause,  he  was  not,  and  is  not  a  parishioner  and 
inhabitant  of  Thames  Ditton 

9.  That,  on  account  of  the  increased  population, 
in  1820  two  additional  pews  were  built-— one  was* 
allotted  to  Mr.  Powell  Buxton,  the  other  was 
offered  to  Wyllie  for  his  tenants  or  himself,  but 
he  refused  it ;  that  the  population  is  sixteen 
hundred,  and  the  church  will  not,  conveniently, 
accommodate  more  than  three  hundred  and  fifty ; 
that    Mrs.   Turquand,    subsequent    to  Morgan's* 
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Mttiiig  in  No.  5,  has  jfrequently  occupied  one  of  the 
pews  built  in  1820. 

10.  That  the  prayer  of  Wyliyie  may  be  rejected  ; 
that  Morgan  may  be  confirmed  in  the  possession 
and  occupation  of  No.  5  ;  and  that  Wyllie  may 
he  condemned  in  costs. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nichojll. 

On  the  £au:ts  disclosed  in  the  libel,  and  in  the 
present  aUegation,  it  is  not  a  very  difficult  under- 
taking for  the  Court  to  conjecture^  with  some 
degree  of  probability  at  leasts  the  real  state  of  this 
question :  and  as  it  were  much  to  be  regretted 
tha^  through  ignorance  or  obtfinacy,  the  parties 
should  persist  in  an  useless  omt^t,  the  Courts  m 
the  hope  of  relieving  them  from  litigating,  will,  at 
Uiis  stage,  take  a  short  view  of  the  facts^  and  of  the 
law  applicable  to  those  jfacts. 

ThJB  suit  is  brought  by  Mr.  Wyllie  against  the 
Churchwardens  of  Thames  Ditton  for  perturbation 
of  seat,  and  C(mtains  a  pirayer,  that  he  may  be 
reinstated  in  the  occupation  of  a  certain  pew  in 
the  parish  church.  In  the  libel,  he  attempted 
to  found  a  possessory  title  on  purchase,  hiring^  and 
-private  bargain — as  if  pews  in  a  parish  church 
were  the  subjects  of  private  property,  and  did  not 
belong  to  the  parish  for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
the  parishioners  at  large.  The  Court,  holding 
that,  by  the  established  principles  of  law,  no  title  to 
pews  could  rest  on  such  a  foundation  (a),  directed 
the  libel  to  be  reformed^  by  striking  out  all  that 
applied  to  any  such  origin  of  Wyllie's  right.  The 

*  Vide  Pettman  v.  Bridger,  1  PhilL  316 ;  Fuller  v.  Lane, 
2  Add.  419;  Walters.  Gunner  and  Drury,  1  Consistory  Re- 
ports^317,  318;  Byerley^.  Windus,  5B.  &C.  1. 


18J7. 

MiOHABLItAf 

Term, 
By.Day. 

-Wylme 

V, 
MOTT 

& 

.'FkraoB. 


/ 


J8  €A«BS   DBTEftMlNED   IN   THB    - 

^^^'      libel,  thus  reformed,  grounded  the  claim  on  a 

MioHjjBLHAi  possessory  title,  and  alleged  in  substance: — ^tfiat 

B^niiy.     ^^  ^  certain  pew;   No.  5,  becoming  vacant  in 


1822,  by  the  former  possessor  quitting  the 
«.  WylUe  was  put  in  possession,  or,  at  least,  suffered 
^^  to  take  it  with  the  consent  of  the  Churchwardais ; 
that  he  was  continued  in  possession  till  1826,  when 
he  was  displaced  by  the  present  Churchwardens, 
though  he  and  his  fiimily  were  proper  occupants. 
The  Courts  on  that  occasion,  expressed  its  cq;>inion, 
that,  as  the  Ordinary  has  the  superintendence  of 
CShurchwardens,  if  they  had  exercised  their  subor- 
dinate discretion  imprbperly  in  remoring  Mr. 
Wyllie,  the  Cougjipght  to  control  Aem,  and  direct 
Mr,  Wyllie  to  l^rcinstated  in  the  pew  fa  J. 

The  object  of  this  all^ation  now  oflfered  is  to 
show,  that  the  Churchwardens  haye  acted  dis- 
creetly and  properly  in  the  seating  of  the  present 
occupant ;  and,  coupling  it  with  what  is  stated  in 
the  libel,  there  is  a  strong  appearance  that  Wyllie 
has  no  possessory  claim.  The  history  given  on 
both  sides  admits  that,  about  1811,  the  gallery  veas 
built  in  pursuance  of  a  feculty  obtained  for  that 
purpose;  that  pews  were  then  allotted  by  the 
Churchwardens ;  and  that  No.  5,  the  pew  in  ques- 
tion, was  assigned  to  Lady  Sullivan,  the  occupier 
of  one  of  the  largest  houses  in  the  parish.  What 
bargain  was  made  between  her  and  the  Church- 
wardens is  not  material ;  for,  undoubtedly,  by 
law,  she  could  not  purchase  the  pew.  In  like 
manner  the  pew.  No.  4,  was  allotted  to  Mrs.  Moss, 
the  mother-in-law  of  Mr.  Wyllie,  and  he  occupied 
it  by  her  sufferance  ;  but  in  1822,  on  Lady  Sullivan 
quitting  the  parish,  Mr.  Wyllie  removed  to  No.  5, 

(a)  Vide  supri,  p.  93* 


ARCHES   COURT   OF   CANTBRBURT. 


d& 


and  paid  to  Lady  Sullivan  a  yearly  rent  of  61.  for 
die  occupation  of  it,  under  a  mistaken  idea  that 
she  could  dispose  of  this  pew  as'her  property ;  Mrs. 
Moss  then  let  No.  4,  at  3/.  a^year  to  Mr.  Lowden,  a 
parishioner,  and^  on  her  death  in  1826,  bequeathed 
it  to  Wyllie.  It  is  now  further  pleaded  that^  in 
May,  1826,  Wyllie  let  his  house,  and  a  iter  having 
lived  on  for  some  time  in  lodgings^  that  he  left  the 
parish  in  October  of  that  year ;  but^  considering 
die  pew  as  his  private  property,  he  transferred  it, 
with  bis  house^  to  his  tenant  Mrs.  Turquand.  So 
that,  not  only  he  received  rent  from  Mr.  Lowden 
for  No,  4,  but  he  appropriated  No.  5  to  his  owti 
house.  At  Lady  I^y,  1826,  i^Hb  Morgan  became 
the  occupier  of  Lady  SullivnHl  house,  and,  in 
consequence  of  an  incorrect  notion  prevailing  in 
the  parish  that  die  pew,  No.  5,  had  been  appro*- 
priated  to  that  house,  he  applied  to  be  seated  in  it, 
and  required  tbat  the  transfer  to  Mrs.  Turquand 
should  not  be  recognized.  The  Churchwardens 
accordingly  removed  Mrs. ,  Turquand,  and  Mr. 
Morgan  and  his  family  were  put  into  possession. 

The  subject  seems  to  have  been  misunderstood 
on  all  sides ;  the  correct  view  of  it  was,  that,  in 
1822,  when  Lady  Sullivan  ceased  to  be  a  pa- 
rishioner, the  pew  reverted  to  the  parish,  and  was 
at  the  disposal  of  the  Churchwardens  ;  for  it  never 
was,  legally,  appropriated  to  the  house.  In  like 
manner  also,  if  the  facts  be  accurately  stated  in 
this  allegation,  all  claim  on  the  part  of  Wyllie 
expired  in  1826,  when  he  quitted  the  parish ;  he 
could  have  no  power  to  seat  his  tenant,  Mrs.  I'ur- 
quand,  in  it,  and  thus  annex  it  to  his  house ;  for 
this  could  only  be  done  by  a  fistculty,  or  by  pre- 
scription, which  presupposes  a  faculty ;  for,  if  he 
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^^^'  let  bis  honse  from  year  to  year,  and  were  -pier- 
MJICHAEI.MAS  mitted  to  transfer  t^ie  possession,  of  this  pew  tor 
BySLy.  each  succeeding  tenant,  this  would,  in  effect,  be  aar. 
nexation.  It  never  was  allotted^  even^  nominally, 
to  this  house :  when  his  personal  title  ceased,  the 
pew  reverted  to  the  parish^  and  the;  Church- 
wardens had  a  right  to  place  in  it  whatever  family, 
they  judged  most  fitting.  In  the  exercise  of  that 
right  tlley  have  seated  Mr.  Morgan,  a  person  of 
respectability,  who  has  a  large  and  increasing 
family,  who  inhabits  one  of  the  principal  houseis, 
and  who  pays  highly  to  the  parish  rates.  This 
B»y  be  properly  pleaded  in  defence  of  their  coqw 
duct ;  but  at  the  njt^  time,  whether  .they  have  es-^ 
ercised  -a  sound  dHRtion  in  their  selection  of  the: 
actual  occupant^  is  no  part  of  the  question  to  be 
decided  in  the  present  suit.  Tlie  only  questioiL 
here  is,  whether  they  have,  unjustifiably^  disturbed 
Mr.  Wylli^.  If  Wyllie,  having  a  numerous  femily, 
and  contributing  largely  to  the  rates^  had,  though: 
originally  acquiring  it  without  due  authority,  con- 
tinued in  undisputed  possession  of  this  pew,  under, 
long  acquiescence  of  former  Churchwardens,  and 
of  the  parishioners,  from  1S32,  till  September^ 
1826  ;  if  there  were  no  reason  to  believe  that  he 
was  about  to  quit  the  parish ;  and  if  these  Churcb- 
wardens^  under  a  notion  that  a  pew  had  been  al-: 
lotted  to  the  house  Mr.  Morgan  rents^  had  tjienr 
attempted  to  remove  WylHe,  there  would,  in  my: 
judgment,  have  been  no  sufficient  ground  for  tte 
proceeding,  and  the  case  would  have  borne  a  very 
different  aspect.  But  if  what  is  now  disclosed 
be  true — ^if  Wyllie  has  left  his  house,  and  the 
parish,  and  has  attempted  to  hand  over  the  pew 
to  his  tenant,  without  the  sanction  of  the  Church- 
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>wdeiis,'  he  may  Act  wisely  in  abandoiiing  this       l^^- 

^^^^'  MlCHAEUOk 

I  would  notice  one  other  circumstance — the      bT^S* 
prayer  of  this  all^ation, — "  That  the  Court  would        — - 
confirm  Morgan  in  the  possession  of  tlie  pew/'  r. 

In  the  first  place^  this  suit  was  not  instituted  for       ^^ 
any  such  purpose  (o) .    It  is  a  suit  pf  perturbation     .FMMcii. 
brought  by  Wyllie :  if  he  were  not  improperly  ^^^,^1^ 
disturbed^  the  Defendants  will  be  dismissed;  but  of  «eat,  if  it 
there  will  be  no  further  question.     In  the  next  ^^chnrch. 
place>  the  Court  would  not  go  out  of  4ts  way  to  Jl^^^JIJt^y 
.confirm  the  possession  ;  for  this  might  be  attended  jj/^^^ 
with  injurious  consequences  to  the  parish.    By  theComt  yim 
such  a  step^  particularly  ^fb&gjL  has  been  pleaded  but  wui  ^ ' 


ift^h 
lislK^s 


in  the  fifth  article  of  this  IRgation,  '^that  the  ^S^^^' 
pew,  No,d,  has  always  been  considered  as  allotted  ■®*"*^^^® 
to  the  occupier  of  Lady  Sullivan's  house/'  ihe  by  them,  as  it 
Court  would  countenance  the  idea^  which  rather  p^of  the™ 
ought  to  be  checked,  that  the  pew  b  specially  ap-  JSJ^^^'J 
propriated  to  this  house.  If  the  population  be  ii^ay  ^  "Oari- 
increasing^  and  the  church-room  already  insuf-  h^  by  t^g 
llcient,  as  pleaded,  no  seat  ought  to  be  put  out  of  out ^^^e^ 
the  power  of  the  Churchwardens     This  pew  will  power  of  the 

1  Tkr      T%/r  Churchwar- 

accommodate  seyen  or  eight  persons.  Mr.  Mor-  dens. 
gan's.  family  may  be  reduced  to  one  or  two-^ 
thcNigh  resident  in  this  house,  it  might,  for  the 
necessary  accommodation  of  the  parish,  be  proper 
fsither  to  remove  him,  or,  at  least,  to  seat  some 
other  persons  jointly  with  him.  This,  it  is  true, 
is  not  to  be  done  except  in  a  case  of  strong  ne- 
cessity ;  but  the  power  of  doing  so,  in  order  to 
provide  for  the  convenient  attendance  of  the  other 
parishioners  at  divine  worship,  ought  not  to  be 

(a)  Vide  Woolbcombe  v.  OuMridge,  3  Add.  8. 
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M^'  excluded.   Upon  the  whole^  I  admit  the  all^ation^ 

jbcBABLMAi  l^ut  not  without   hopes   that   the   suit  will  not 

^  proceed. 

Wtiuk 

V. 

^"  On  the  third  session  of  Hilary  Term,  1828,  the 

**"•■•  proctor  of  Mr.  Wyllie  declared  that  he  proceeded 
no  further:  when — 


■  Lusfdngton  prayed  that  he  might  be 

Jenner  prayed  costs  :  the  Churchwardens  had 
only  come  forward  to  perform  their  duty  as 
the  officers  of  the  parish ;  and,  having  been  sue* 
oessful,  were  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
Court.  The  coloigtariginally  given  to  the  case, 
was  shown  to  b^Rse  by  Uie  counterpleading^ 
and  had  led  Uie  Churchwardens  into  unnecessary 
ezpence. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  Court  said,  that  if  Wyllie  had  stopped  after 
the  expresmon  of  its  opinion  when  the  libel  wa& 
tidmitted.  It  might  have  been  disposed  to  have 
dismissed  him  without  any  costs :  that  although 
It  thought  he  might  well  have  stopped  earlier. 
It  could  not  saddle  him  with  the  whole  of  the 
iXMSts,  on  a  supposition  that  the  parish  would 
not  do  its  duty  to  its  own  officers,  by  payment 
of  their  expences:  the  Court  would,  therefore, 
dismiss  Wyllie,  condemning  him  in  20/.,  nomine 
expensarum. 
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THE   OFFICE  OF  THE  JUDGE  PROMOTED   BT 
OLIVER   AND   TOLL   V.    HOBART. 


An  Appeal  from  the  Episcopal  Consietorial  Court 

.  of  Exeter.  :^^^ 

On  the  Slat  of  June,  1827,  a  dtation  iasoed  michaslius 
calling  upon  the  Reverend  Henry  Charles  Hobait^      ^^. 
Rector  of  Beerfinrers,  in  the  County  of  Devon,  j^^  ^^i 
^'  to  answer  to  certain  articles  to  be  administered  nii^  aiUcici 

mnst  be  lo 

to  him  touching  and  oonceming  the  reformation  wpedAe  m  to 
of  his  manners  and  excesses^  ipl^  more  especially,^  ^^^Kudtyof 
for  adultery,  fornication,  <^  incontinency ,  and  *»^«o^ 
other  crimes  and  offences^  by  virtue  of  our  office, 
at  the  promotion  of  Joseph  Burgess  Oliver,  and 
John  Toll,  late  Churchwardens  of  Beerferrers/' 

Upon  the  return  of  this  citation,  an  appearance 
was  given  for  the  party  cited ;  and^  on  the  same 
day,  articles  were  exhibited:  they  were  ten  in 
number ;  and  the  first  pleaded,  that  by  the  eccle- 
siastical laws,  canons,  and  constitutions  of  the 
Church  of  England,  all  Clerks  in  holy  orders  are 
liable  [fcnr  oflfences  of  the  nature  set  forth  in  the 
citation]  to  be  suspended  from  the  exercise  of 
their  clerical  functions^  and  be  deprived  of  their 
ecclesiastical  benefices. 

The  sixth  charged :  '^  that,  for  fifteen  years 
last  past,  or  for  the  greatest  part  of  that 
time,  you,  the  said  Henry  Charles  Hobart^  have 
lived  in  the  Parsonage  House  at  Beerferrers, 
separate  from  your  wife,  in  a  state  of  illicit  in- 
tercourse with  Mary  Merrifield,  residing  as  a 
maid-servant  in    your   house  and  family ;   and 
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^^^'  that  constantly,  during  the  said  period,  you 
BfiGHAELMAs  ^ave  Committed  the  crime  of  fornication  with 

?Hay.  *^^  said, Mary  Merrifield  ;  that  about  fourteen  or 
fifteen  years  ago,  you  were/  seen  in  bed  to- 
gether with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield ;  that  you 
havei  at  all  times  during  the  said  period,  op^y 
conducted  yourself  with  thei  greatest  £uniliarity 
towards  the  said  Mary  Merrifield,  and  have 
treated  her  as  your  mistress,  and  not  as  your  ser- 
.vaat ;  and  that,  about  nine  or  fen  yearsago,  you 
were  in  the  constant  habit*  of  sleeping  at  nigbt 
with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield  in  the  same  bed 
ia  your  Parsonage' House  at  BeerferrerS)  and  were 
frequently  in  the  tail-room  together  with  the  said 
IMbiy  Merrifield  hi^the  day-time  when  the  door 
was. locked;  and  that  you  were  at  thai  time  in 
the  habit  of  firequently  kissing  the  said  Mary 
Merrifield,  and  treated  her,  in  eYelry  respect,  as 
your  mistress ;  and  that  you  fi^uently,  about 
the  same  time,  used  to  sit  in  one  chair  with  tbe 
said  Mary  Merrifield  in  the  parlour :  and  that,  at 
divers  times,  within  the  last  eight  years,  you  have 
been  seen  in  the  bed-room  of  the  said  Mary  Merri- 
field with  your  arm  round  her  Hteck,  sometimes 
laming  your  head  on  her  bosom,  ^and  in  other  in- 
decent situations  with  her ;  and  that  within  the 
last  eight  years,  you  frequently  occupied  the  same 
l>ed  at  night  with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield  in  your 
Parsonage  House  at  Beerferrers  ;  and,  more  par- 
ticularly, that,  on  one  night,  about  seven  or  eight 
years,  ago,  one  Jane  Dingle,  who  was  then  living 
with  you  as  -a  servant,  came  to  the  door  of  your 
bed-room  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  some 
lozenges  for  Elizabeth  Merrifield,  sister  of  the  said 
Mary  Merrifield,  who  was  ill  in  the  house;  and 
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that  you  being  then  in  bed  with  the  said  Mary       ^^^* 

Merrifield,  a  conversation  took  place  between  you  michaelm a» 

and  her  as  to  who  should  get  out  of  bed  for  such 

purpose;  and  that,  shortly  afterwards,  the  door 

was  partly  opened,  either  by  you  or  the  said  Mary- 

Merrifield,  and  the  lozenges  given  out  to  the  said 

Jane  Dingle ;  and  that,  within  the  last  two  years, 

you  have  been  frequently  seen  walking  together 

with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield,  ann  in  arm  ;  and, 

at  one  time,  within  the  said  period,  you  were  seen 

sitting  together  with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield  ot^ 

a  seat  in  the  garden  of  your  Parsonage  House,  with 

one  arm  about  her  neck,  and  the  other  hand  up* 

her  petticoats :  and  that  you  have  continually  for 

the  period  of  the  last  fifteen  y^ars,  and  down  to 

within  eight  months  last  past,  continued  to  be  guilty 

of  divers  act»  of  adultery,  fornication,  and  incon-^ 

finence  with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield ;  and  that 

yoii  hare  within  the  said  period  of  fifteen  years,- 

and,  more  particularly,  within  eight  months  last 

past,  been  guilty  of  divers  other  acts  of  indecency 

of  behaviour  with  the  said  Mary  Merrifield.^' 

The  concluding  article  prayed,  '^  that  the  saidf 
Henry  Charies  Hobart  be  duly  and  canonically 
corrected  and  punished  according  to  the  exigency 
of  the  law,  and  be  condemned  in  costs/' 

Two  additional  articles,  and  an  exhibit,  were 
subsequently  given  in,  setting  forth,  that  the  rec- 
tory of  Beerferrers  having  become  void  by  the 
cession  of  the  said  Henry  Charles  Hobart,  he  was, 
on  or  about  the  twenty-second  day  of  April,  1822} 
duly  and  lawfully  admitted  and  instituted  into  the 
same. 

On  the  7th  of  September,  1827,  th^  Judge  of 
the  Court  below  ^^  pronounced  the  articled  to  be 
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1927,      inadmissible — rejected  the  same,  and  condanned; 
BiicHABLMAs  the  pFomovents  in  costs/'     From  this  decree  an 

B^y      sipp^  ^^s  prosecuted ;  and,  on  this  day,  Lush^ 

-—        ington  and  Blake  were  heard  in  support  of  it ; 
h         and  Jennet  and  Addams  for  the  respondent. 

^^[*  Per  Curiam. 

^^^^^'''  If  these  facts  had  been  properly  laid — the  suit 
being  against  a  Clergyman  for  a  suspension  from 
his  office,  and  for  a  deprivfttion  of  his  benefice — 
the  Court  would  have  been  of  opinicm  that  the  suit 
might  have  proceeded,  notwiUistanding  eight 
months  had  elapsed  after  most  of  the  charges  were 
laid;  for  the  case  is  not  within  the  statute  of 
27  Geo.  III.  c.  44«>  as  was  decided  by  this  Court 
in  the  cause  of  Burgoyne  v.  Free  {a),  confirmed  by 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench ;  when» 
*  on  an  application  for  a  prohibition,  the  questicm 
was  fully  argued,  and  deliberately  determined: 
and  though  it  is  true  that  the  subject  has  been 
carried  up  to  the  House  of  Lords,  on  a  writ  of 
error,  yet,  till  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  has  been  reversed  by  that  tribunal,  the 
Court  is  to  presume  that  it  was  correct,  and  must 
act  upon  it,  when  similar  charges  are  brought 
to  its  notice. 

(a)  2  Add.  414.  5  B.  &  C.  400.  765. 

Note, — In  Burgoyne  v.  Free,  on  tiie  writ  of  consulta- 
tion being  duly  notified  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  the  Judge  ad- 
mitted the  articles  reformed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  appli-* 
cable  only  for  the  purpose  of  founding  a  sentence  of  suspension, 
or  deprivation.  Upon  their  admission,  an  appeal  was  prosecuted 
to  the  High  Court  of  Delegates ;  and  that  Court,  being  in- 
fermed  that  the  question  of  prohibition  had  been  carried  up  to 
the  House  of  Lords,  by  writ  of  error,  declined,  at  that  time,  to 
enter  upon  the  cause,  expressing  a  hope  that  the  attention  of  the 
Supreme  Court  might  speedily  be  called  to  so  important  a  point. 
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Note. — ^A  doubt  haying  been  expressed  in  the 
case  of  Saunder  v.  Davies  (1  Addams^  296),  whe- 
ther,—under  the  122d  canon  (of  1603),  entitled, 
**  no  sentence  of  deprivation  or  deposition  to  be 
pronounced  against  a  minister  but  by  the  Bishop,^' 
the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  had  a  power  of 
pronouncing  a  sentence  of  deprivation;  it  has 
been  thought  advisable  to  print,  in  an  Appendix, 
two  cases  where  the  exercise  of  such  authority,  by 
that  Judge,  was  sanctioned  by  the  High  Court  of 
Delegates.  One  of  them  is  the  case  of  Rich  v. 
Gerard  and  Loder,  referred  to  in  the  case  above 
cited. — ^Vide  Appendix^  B. 

(a)  If  tlie  salt  could  have  gone  on,  and  the  articles  heen  ad- 
mitted, it  might,  perhaps,  have  been  deemed  proper  to  direct 
that  the  prayer  shoold  be  specifically  framed  *^  for  suspension 
and  deprivatioD,*'  in  conformity  widi  the  pleading  of  the  first 
article. 
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The  suit  itself  was  instituted,  partly,  if  not  prin-  1827. 
cipally,  for  the  relief  of  the  parishioners  from  michIklmas 
such  a  nuisance  and  scandal :  but,  on  the  other  J^^' 
hand^  as  they  have  long  acquiesced,  and  as  the 
suit  is  criminal,  and  contains  charges  so  heavy 
against  a  Clergyman,  it  is  due  to  him,  in  point 
of  justice,  that  the  charges  should  be  laid  so  spe- 
cifically as  to  enable  him  to  defend  himself,  and 
to  prove  them  unfounded,  if  they  really  are  so. 
In  respect  even  to  the  more  recent  charges,  there 
is  now  no  offer  made  to  supply  the  want  of 
specification.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the  Court 
IS  of  opinion,  that  the  Judge  at  Exeter  did  right 
in  rejecting  the  articles,  and  dismissing  the  De- 
fend^t  with  costs.  It,  accordingly^  affirms  the 
decree;  condemns  the  Appellants  in  costs,  and 
remits  the  cause  (a). 


4a 


CXSB8  DETERM'IICEIX  IN  THB  •  ^ 


IN  THE 


PECULIARS  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.  («]f 


MAGNAY  &  OTHERS  V.  THE  RECTOR,  CHURCHWAR- 
DENS^ AND  PARISHIONERS  OF  THE  UNITED 
PARl&HES  OF  ST.  MICHAEL,  PATERNOSTER  ROYAL, 
AND    OF   ST,    MARTIN  VINTRY. 


On  Motion. 


1827. 


MicHAELMAi  This  was  a  business  of  granting  a  licence  or 
8d  s^^  ^it^ulty  to  the  Executors  named  in  the  last  Will  and 
A  fii^^  for  Testament  of  Christopher  Magnay^  deceased,  late 
tiie  a^propria.  Alderman  for  the  Ward  of  Vintry,  and  late  a 
«<  to  theme  of  a  paiishioner  and  inhabitant  of  the  Parish  of  St« 
^Jy^"***  Martin  Vintry,  London,  "  for  setting  apart,  ap- 
^^P^j^  propriating,  and  confirming  a  certain  vault  (with 
habitantBoftbe  the  entrance  thereto),  many  years  ago  made  or 
STgranted,     built  of  brick^  under  the  north  aisle,  and  extending 

If  it  may  be 
done  without 

probable  in-         j^y  <»  j|je  Peculiars  of  His  Grace  the  Archbishop  of  Canterburj. 

the  paiieb.  comprise  a  number  of  parishes,  most  of  which  are  situated  ia 
London  and  the  neighbouring  counties.  They  are  -  divided  into 
districts,  the  principal  of  which  are  the  Deanery  of  the  Arches  in 
London,  the  Deanery  of  Shoreham,  in  Kent,  and  the  Deanery  6f 
Croydon,  in  Surrey.  The  Judge  is  properly  Dean  of  the  Arches, 
fln  appellation  not  unfrequently,  though  inaccurately,  applied 
to  the  Official  Principal  of  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury* 
These  two  offices  have  been  generally,  though  they  are  not  ne-t 
(f^arily,  held  by  the  tfame  peison."  Eztraded  from  the  Report 
of  the  Commissioners — Vide  note  (a)  p.  4,  suprd. 


PECULIARS  COURT-  OP  CANTERBtTRV.  ^ 

under  a  pew,  and  next  to  the  chancel  of  the  Parish       1827. 
Church  of  St.  Michael,  Paternoster  Royal,  as  and  Michaelmas 
for  a  burial-place  for  the  interment  of  the  bodies    ^^^ 
of  the  said  Christopher  Magnay,  and  of  his  fa-       -^— 
mily  for  ever,  exclusive  of  all  others ;   and  also         \ 
for  the  removal  of  the  corpses  of  the  said  Christopher     ^^^^ 
Maguay,  Jane  Magnay,  his  former  wife,  and  of  his  ™*  R^crom, 
two  sons  respectively  deceased^  fr<ttn  the  general 
vault  in  the  said  parish  church,  where  the  same 
now  remain,  into  the  said  private  vaults  the  same 
having  never  been  hitherto  appropriated/' 

A  decree,  with  the  usual  intimation^  had  issued 
under  seal  of  the  Courts  citing  the  Rector,  Church- 
wardens, and  Parishioners  of  the  said  two  united 
parishes  of  cSt.  Michael,  Paternoster  Royal,  and 
St.  Martin  Vintry,  in  special,  and  all  others  in 
general,  to .  appear,  and  show  cause  why  such 
licence  or  faculty  should  not  be  granted.  This 
decree  was  publicly  read  in  the  parish  church  of 
St.  Michael,  Paternoster  Royal,  and  was  returned 
into  Court,  duly  certified  as  to  the  execution  thereof, 
on  the  first  session  of  this  term. 

A  certificate,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the 
Rector  and  Churchwardens  of  the  said  united 
parishes,  consenting  to  the  appropriation  of  the 
vault,  had  also  been  filed  in  the  r^istry :  and  an 
affidavit  of  the  parish  clerk  was  exhibited,  setting 
forth  that  four  persons  only  had  been  interred  in 
the  vault  for  which  a  faculty  was  prayed,  three  of 
whom  were  neither  parishioners  nor  inhabitants  of 
either  of  the  said  united  parishes ;  and  that  the 
vault  had  never  been  appropriated  :  which  was 
confirmed  by  a  search  made  among  the  records  in 
the  registry  of  the  Peculiars. 

Haggard  moved  for  the  fitculty. 


2d 


£Q  CASBS   DSOTEaMlliED   IV   THJE 

1827.  Per  Curiam. 

Michaelmas      ^^^  CouRT  observed, — ^that  the  cifcumstaiiGes 

^SSSn     ^^^®''  which  the  present  application  was  made, 

—       afforded  a  presumption  that  there  was  sufficient 

&         burial  room  in  the  pai^ish  -to  allow  c^  thi3.  appro- 

^™*      priation  (a).    In  the  city,  generally,  there  was  no 

«v  ^cTOR,  want  of  burial  accommodation^  particularly  in  the 

case  of  united  parishes,  and  the  fact  of  this  parish 

receiving  strangers  into  its  vaults,  led  also  strongly 

tosuch  accmclusion.    The  faculty^  however,  must 

be  limited,  in  the  same  manner  as  Acuities  for 

pews,  ^^  to  the  use  of  the  family  as  long  as  they 

ccmtinue  parishioners  and  inhabitants ;''  and^  in 

this  instance^  it  must  also  contain  a  clause  that  the 

bodies,  already  deposited  in  the  vault,  shall  not  be 

removed. 

Faculty  decreed. 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Rosher  v.  the  Vicar,  Churchwardens,  Pa- 
rishioners, &c.  of  Northfleei^  3  Add.  14. 


PREROGATITB   COURT   OP   CANTBRBURV.  M 


IN  THE 

PREROGATIVE  COURT  OP  CANTERBURY, 


I  ' 


MORRBLL  V.   MORRBLL. 


On  MoHan. 

1827. 


Charlbs  Morrell^  while  second  mate  on  board  michablmai 
a  merchant-ship  hmneward  bound  from  Jamaica,    iJ sorion. 
died  at  sea^  on  the  morning  <^  the  26th  of  February,  Thec^  wiu 
1827,  after  an  illness  of  three  weeks.  »nmt  adminb- 

The  deceased,  on  the  evening  preceding  his  death,  mmcupotiTe 
being  then  confined  to  his  hammock,  requested  the  m^!L^^' 
attendance  of  the  master  and  steward  of  the  vessel,  ^5J,!^!J^^* 
as  also  of  a  surgeon  in  the  royal  navy  (a  passenger  »»«>  holding 
on  board),  and  then,  in  their  presence  and  hear-  c.  s.  ■.  3d,  ap.' 
ing,  addressed  them   (as  set  forth  in  their  aflfi-  S^^^cn. 
davit  sworn  on  the  6th  of  April)  to  the  following 
effect : — "  That  he  wished  to  make  his  will ;  and 
that  it  was  his  desire  that  all  the  property  he  should 
die  possessed  of  should  go  to  his  mother,  to  act 
respecting  it  as  she  might  think  proper.^^     The 
affidavit  further  stated,  *^  that  from  the  weather  be- 
ing then  so  tempestuous,  and  from  the  rolling  of  the 
ship,  it  was  scarcely  possible  for  any  one  to  have 
written  a  paper  of  any  length  at  that  time ;   and 
the  master  being  constantly  engaged  on  deck,  the 
preparation  of  a  will  for  the  deceased  to  execute 
viras  postponed,  and  he  died  without  having  made 
any  will  other  than  that  which  he  had  thus  ex- 

b2 


MORKBLL. 


fiS  CMMi  DBTERMINBD   IN   THB 

1827,       pressed/'    The  personal  estate  of  the  deceased, 

MicHABLMAf  consisting  of  a  balance  of  wages,  his  watch,  and 

irt  s^^     wearing  apparel^  was  sworn  to  be  under  the  value 

V,  .  The  deceased  left  behind  him  his  mother,  and 
two  brothers^ — ^both  minors — the  only  parties  en- 
titled in  distribution  to  his  personal  estate  in  case 
he  had  died  intestate.  In  the  month  of  August,  a 
decree^  with  intimation^  issued  at  the  instance  of 
the  mother ;  and  having  been  personally  served 
on  the  two  minors^  in  the  presence  of  their  aunt 
(after  their  mother,  their  next  of  kin)^  and  on  the 
said  aunt,  at  whose  hous^  they  then  were  (a): — 

Lushington  now  moved,  that  letters  of  admi-^ 
nistration^  with  the  will  nuncupative  annexed  of 
Charles  Morrell,  the  deceased,  be  granted  to 
Samh  Morrell,  widow,  the  natural  and  lawful 
mother,  next  of  kin,  and  universal  legatee  therein 
named.  It  seemed  to  him  that  this  will  did  not 
fidl  within  the  restriction  imposed  on  nuncupa- 
tive wills  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  though  some 
doubt  had  been  entertained  whether  the  23d 
section  a[^lied  to  seamen  on  board  merchant 
ships  (fr). 

Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  was  of  (^inion^  that  this  will^  being 
madeat.sea,  would  conie  under  the  exception  in: 
the  23d  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  said, 
that  in  this  case,  there  was  what  was  nearly  tan- 

(a)  Vide  Cooper  v.  Green,  3  Add.  454. 

{b)  Provided  always,  that  notwithstanding  this  Act,  any 
soldier  being  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or  sea* 
man  being  at  sea,  may  dispose  of  his  moveables,  wages,  and 
personal,  estate  as  be  or  they  might  have  done  before  the  making 
of  this  Act.— 29  Car.  II.  c.  8.  s.  23. 


PREROOATITE  COURT  OP  CAHTXRBURT.  9S 

tamount  to  a  rogatio  testium,  as  appeared  from  the       1927. 
•full  statement  of  facts  given  in  the  affidavit  of  three  michImjLu 
-disinterested  and  respectable  persons.     The  pro-    ,  JSJv 
perty  was  very  small,  and  the  disposition  natural. 
Hie  Court,  therefore,  decreed  administration  with 
the  will,   as  contained  in  the  affidavit^   to  the    ^®"«^- 
mother  as  sole  legatee — ^no  executor  having  been 
named.  ,  Motion  granted. 


MORRBtX 

V. 


YOUNG^  Otherwise  m earing,  v.  brown. 


On  Motion. 


PhilHmore  moved  for  an  administration  pending  Anadminktra. 
sdt,  on  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Young,  one  of  the  IS^^SS^p. 
parties: — '*  That    the    deceased,   James    Brown  ^^^^^ 
Unwin,  was,  at  his  death,  possessed  of  certain  being  necen. 
freehold  and  leasehold  houses  (at  Bethnal  Green,  ZZn^tiJ 
and  in  Quaker  Street,  Spitalfields),  some  of  which  Jj^^!^]"and 
are  tenanted  by  persons  accustomed  to  pay  their  J^^^ 
rents  weekly,  and  that  unless  they  are  so  collected,  the  parties  in 
there  is  great  danger  they  may  be  irrecoverable,  the  nLlnee 
That  Brown,  the  other  party,  since  the  commence-  ^^^"^ 
ment  of  this  suit,  has  received  some  of  the  rents,  wh«econ- 

'  .  duct  there  m 

and  distramed  for  others;   and  havmg  removed  no  imputation, 
some  of  the  household  furniture  and  goods  be-  JSedifAown 
longing  to  the  deceased  from  his  late  dwelling.  ^^^^^* 
house,  retains  them  in  his  possession."     Young  andreiponM. 
farther  made  oath,  '^  that  he  verily  believes  itis  for 
the  interest  of  this  estate,  that  there  should  be  an 
administrator  pending  the  suit;  and  that  William 
Gale,  of  Bethnal  Green  Road^  who  was  the  chief 
collector  of  the  deceased's  rents  during  his  life, 
should  be  so  appointed.'^ 
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GAaB»<  DBTERMINBD   IN   TAB 


MOR&KLIi 

V, 
MORRBLL. 


1827.       pressed/'    The  personal  estate  of  the  deceased, 
MicHABLMAt  consisting  of  a  balance  of  wages,  his  wateh,  and 
1  JsoSoD     wearing  apparel^  was  sworn  to  be  under  the  value 
of  20/. 

The  deceased  left  behind  him  his  mother,  and 
two  brothers^ — ^both  minors — the  only  parties  en- 
titled in  distribution  to  his  personal  estate  in  case 
he  had  died  intestate.  In  the  month  of  August,  a 
decree^  with  intimation^  issued  at  the  instance  of 
the  mother ;  and  having  been  personally  served 
on  the  two  minors^  in  the  presence  of  their  aunt 
(after  their  mother,  their  next  of  kin)^  and  on  the 
said  aunt,  at  whose  hous^  they  then  were  (a): — 

Lushington  now  moved,  that  letters  of  admi*^ 
nistration^  with  the  will  nuncupative  annexed  of 
Charles  Morrell,  the  deceased,  be  granted  td 
Samh  Morrell,  widow,  the  natural  and  lawful 
mother,  next  of  kin,  and  universal  legatee  therein, 
named.  It  seemed  to  him  that  this  will  did  not 
fidl  within  the  restriction  iniposed  on  nuncupa- 
tive wills  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  though  some 
doubt  had  been  entertained  whether  the  23d 
section  af^lied  to  seamen  on  board  merchant^ 
ships  (fr). 

Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  was  of  (^inion^  that  this  will^  being 
madeat.sea,  would  comie  under  the  exception  in. 
the  23d  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  said,- 
that  in  this  case,  there  was  what  was  nearly  tan- 

« 

(a)  Vide  Cooper  r.  Green,  3  Add.  454. 

(b)  Provided  always,  that  nol withstanding  this  Act,  any 
soldier  being  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or  sea- 
man  being  at  sea,  may  dispose  of  bis  moveables,  wages,  and 
personal,  estate  as  be  or  they  might  have  done  before  the  making 
of  this  Act.— 29  Car.  II.  c.  8.  s.  23. 


PREROOATITE  COURT  OP  CARTXRBURT.  SS 

tamount  to  a  rogatio  testium,  as  appeared  from  the       1927. 
•full  statement  of  facts  given  in  the  affidavit  of  three  af,cHAELiiAi 
-disinterested  and  respectable  persons.     The  pro-    ^|*JJv 
perty  was  very  small,  and  the  disposition  natural. 
Hie  Court,  therefore,  decreed  administration  with 
the  will,   as  contained  in  the  affidavit^   to  the    ^®»»■^• 
mother  as  sole  legatee — ^no  executor  having  been 
named.  ,  Motion  granted. 


MORRBtX 

V. 


YOURo^  Otherwise  mearing,  v.  brown. 


On  Motion. 


PhilHmore  moved  for  an  administration  pending  AnadmiDiatra. 
suit,  on  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Young,  one  of  the  JSi'^rtiS^ 
{Harties: — ''  That    the    deceased,   James    Brown  ^SJ^*^*" 
Unwin,  was,  at  his  death,  possessed  of  certain  bebgnec<»- 
freehold  and  leasehold  houses  (at  Bethnal  Green,  !!uL«?tbe 
and  in  Quaker  Street,  Spitalfields),  some  of  which  ^J^^J^["and 
are  tenanted  by  persons  accustomed  to  pay  their  J^  ^fl^} 
rents  weekly^  and  that  unless  they  are  so  collected,  the  parties  in 
th^re  is  great  danger  they  may  be  irrecoverable,  the  ^dm 
That  Brown,  the  other  party,  since  the  commence-  ^rty,^' 
ment  of  this  suit,  has  received  some  of  the  rents,  J^^j^j^ 
and  distrained  for  others;   and  having  removed  do  imputation, 
some  of  the  household  furniture  and  goods  be-  JS^ifl^wn 
longing  to  the  deceased  from  his  late  dwelling-  ^^^^^* 
house,  retains  them  in  his  possession."     Young  andreaponM- 
farther  made  oath,  '^  that  he  verily  believes  it  is  for 
the  interest  of  this  estate,  that  there  should  be  an 
administrator  pending  the  suit;  and  that  William 
Gale^  of  Bethnal  Green  Road^  who  was  the  chief 
collector  of  the  deceased's  rents  during  his  life, 
should  be  so  appointed.'^ 


MORKBLL. 


6^  GAaMf  DBTERMINBD   IN   TAB 

1827.       pressed/'    The  personal  estate  of  the  deceased, 

MicHABLMAt  consisting  of  a  balance  of  wages,  his  watch,  and 

iJswioD     wearing  apparel^  was  sworn  to  be  under  the  value 

V.  ,  The  deceased  left  behind  him  his  mother,  and 
two  brothers^ — ^both  minors — the  only  parties  en- 
titled in  distribution  to  his  personal  estate  in  case 
he  had  died  intestate.  In  the  month  of  August,  a 
decree^  with  intimation^  issued  at  the  instance  of 
the  mother ;  and  having  been  personally  served 
on  the  two  minors^  in  the  presence  of  their  aunt 
(after  their  mother,  their  next  of  kin)^  and  on  the 
said  aunt,  at  whose  hous^  they  then  were  (a): — 

Lushington  now  moved,  that  letters  of  admi- 
nistration^ with  the  will  nuncupative  annexed  of 
Charles  Morrell,  the  deceased,  be  granted  to 
Samh  Morrell,  widow,  the  natural  and  lawful 
mother,  next  of  kin,  and  universal  legatee  therein 
named.  It  seemed  to  him  that  this  will  did  not 
fidl  within  the  restriction  imposed  on  nuncupa- 
tive wills  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  though  some 
doubt  had  been  entertained  whether  the  23d 
section  af^lied  to  seamen  on  board  merchant 
ships  (fr). 

Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  was  of  (^inion^  that  this  will^  being 
madeat.sea,  would  come  under  the  exception  in. 
the  23d  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  said, 
that  in  this  case,  there  was  what  was  nearly  tan- 

(a)  Vide  Cooper  r.  Green,  3  Add.  454. 

{b)  Provided  always,  that  nol withstanding  this  Act,  any 
soldier  being  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or  sea- 
man being  at  sea,  may  dispose  of  bis  moveables,  wages,  and 
personal  estate  as  be  or  they  might  have  done  before  the  making 
of  this  Act.— 29  Car.  II.  c.  8.  s.  23. 


PREROGATIVE  COURT  OF  CARTXRRURT.  5^ 

tamount  to  a  rogatio  testium,  as  appeared  from  the       1927. 
•full  statement  of  facts  given  in  the  affidavit  of  three  michaelmh 
-disinterested  and  respectable  persons.     The  pro^      ^sSkii 
perty  was  very  small,  and  the  disposition  natural. 
The  Court,  therefore,  decreed  administration  with 
the  will,   as  contained  in  the  affidavit,    to  the    ^®»**^«- 
mother  as  sole  legatee — ^no  executor  having  been 
named.  ,  Motion  granted. 


MORRBtX 

V. 


YOUNo^  Otherwise  mearing,  v.  brown. 


On  Motion. 


Phillimore  moved  for  an  administration  pending  Anadminktra. 
suit,  on  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Young,  one  of  the  iS^^^hiS^ 
parties: — '*  That    the    deceased,   James    Brown  ^^"^^^^^ 
Unwin,  was,  at  his  death,  possessed  of  certain  bdng  nece». 
freehold  and  leasehold  houses  (at  Bethnal  Green,  ^^Sm^ihi^ 
and  in  Quaker  Street,  Spitalfields),  some  of  which  J^^"and 
are  tenanted  by  persons  accustomed  to  pay  their  J^^^ 
rents  weekly,  and  that  unless  they  are  so  collected,  the  parties  in 
there  is  great  danger  they  may  be  irrecoverable,  the  dLLim 
That  Brown,  the  other  party,  since  the  commence-  ^y^^^' 
ment  of  this  suit,  has  received  some  of  the  rents,  J**^J^. 
and  distrained  for  others;   and  having  removed  do imputatioii, 
some  of  the  household  furniture  and  goods  be-  StedifAown 
longing  to  the  deceased  from  his  late  dwelling-  ^^^!^^5^*'' 
house,  retains  them  in  his  possession."     Young  andrespoDM- 
further  made  oath,  '^  that  he  verily  believes  it  is  for 
the  interest  of  this  estate,  that  there  should  be  an 
administrator  pending  the  suit ;  and  that  William 
Gale,  of  Bethnal  Green  Road^  who  was  the  chief 
collector  of  the  deceased's  rents  during  his  life, 
should  be  so  appointed.'^ 
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GA8BS   DETERMINED    IN   THE 


1827, 

l^ICHABLMAI 

Term, 
latSearion. 

TOUNG, 

MEABljrOy 

r. 
Beowv. 


Per  Curiam. 

This  is  an  application  for  a  grant  of  adminis- 
tration pendente  lite ;  and  the  first  question  is,— » 
whether  any  necessity  exists  for  tlie  grant.  The 
estate  consists  principally  of  houses,  of  which  the 
rents  must  be  collected  weekly^  otherwise  there 
will  be  great  danger  of  loss.  This  &ct,  as  wdl 
as  Brown^s  conduct,  in  collecting  the  rents,  shows 
a  necessily  for  the  grant  The  Court,  then,  is 
satisfied  that  an  administration,  pending  suit,  is 
proper  yi  this  case ;  and  the  next  qu^tion  is^ — ^to 
whom  It  shall  make  the  grant.  The  Court  never 
selects  either  of  the  parties,  but  generally  an  in- 
different nominee  (a).  Young  is  executor  of  a 
latter  will, — there  is  no  imputation  on  his  conduct; 
but  from  the  proceedings  it  appears,  that  Brown 
took  probate^. and,  in  some  d^ree,  privately,  of 
an  earlier  will ;  and  he  has  since  got  possession  of 
so^ie  of  the  effects, — conduct  which  was  improper, 
and  which  is  not  denied.  Who,  then,  does  Young 
propose  ?  Mr.  Gale — ^whp  filled  the  office  of  re-, 
ceiyer  during  the  life-time  of  the  deceased:  he 
knows  the  property, — ^no  objection  is  offered  to  his 
responsibility  and  impartiality,  nor  any  dissent 
expressed  to  his  appointment.  Let  the  decree 
issue  to  him. 

Motion  granted. 

On  a  prayer  to  condemn  Brown  in  the  costs^  th^ . 
Court  declined  so  to  do.     It  thought  the  applica- 
tioA  premature^  as  the  motion  had  been  entirely 
ex  parte;  besides,  no  objection  had  been  made  to 
the  person  proposed^  by  Young,  as  administrator. 

(a)  Vide  Northey  v.  Cock,  1  Add.  330. 


PJUBROOATIVE  COURT   OP  GANTERBU&T.  M 


LAW  V.  CAMPBELL. 


On  Motum. 

1827. 


Jambs  Law,  late  a  lieutenant  in  His  Majesty's  michablmai 
46th  i-egiment,  died  on  the  20th  of  October,  1823,    ^I^Sim. 
m  the  East  Indies^  leaying  Lieutenant  Campbell,  The^^ 
on  duty  in  that  country,  sole  executor  of  his  will.  J^l^SJff" 
The  deceased  appointed  his  uncles,  Henry  and  with  the  wui 
Edwarf  Law,  universal  legatees.    In  July,  1827,  SJSSll^S!"^ 
a  decree,  with  the  usual  intimation,  issued  at  the  ][^SSi?iIlS^ 
instance  of  Henry  Law,  and  was  served  on  Lieu-  *''**™*^* 
toiant  Campbeirs  agents,  and  also  upon  the  Royal  hi  the  mum 
Exchange:  no  appearance  being  given,  a  decree^  whdinMMiS 
for  the    administration  with   the  will  annexed,  ^«**- 
passed  on  the  Caveat^ay,  in  October,  to  the  said 
Henry  Law :  but  this  decree  having  become  inef- 
fective by  his  death,  Addams  moved  the  Court  to 
rescind  it,  and  to  grant  the  administration,  upon 
the  original  process,  to  Edward  Law,  the  surviving 
universal  legatee.    He  cited  the  case   of  Maid- 
man  V.  all  Persons  in  general,  1  Phill.  51,  aa 
analogous. 

Per  Curiam. 

By  granting  this  motion,  the  Court  only  waves 
the  mere  form  of  citing  the  next  of  kin ;  and  It 
does  not,  under  the  circumstances,  and  the  pro- 
perty being  small,  consider  a  new  process  neces- 
sary.   The  administration  may  pass. 

Motion  granted. 


46  .-.      CA$£» 'D£XfiR|UN£D   1N:TUB< 


1827.  CONSTABLE  t;.  STEIBEL  &  EMANUEL. 


'Term!^       Edward  EmanueI,  the  deceased  in  this  cause, 

itSeMfen.    a  bachelor  of  the  age  of  25  years,  died  at  Paris  on 

Un^nmng'  the  18th  of  March,  1825,  of  a  wound  inflicted  by 

sajfideDtto      bitnsfelf  on  the  16th  of  the  same  month.     By  his 

Sduii^    '^H*  written  with  his  own  hand,  and  dated  the  6th 

Sdw^^Tm-    ^^  *'"ly»  1824,  he  gave,  among  other  l^acies,  the 

wUch  oodidi    Sum  of  2000Z.  to  Robert  Constable ;  and  appointed 

ciisto^<^,i«id  Mm,    Sigismund    Steibel,    Samuel   Steibel,   and 

edby^tiSe^  Hcury   Emangcl,   his   brother,    executors.     The 

j^^j^^J^^  latter  he  alsa  made  residuary  legatee.    The  de- 

who  had  been' ceased  likewise  prepared  and   wrote   a   codicil^*^ 

Qoim^^e     bearing  date  the  12th  or  13th  of  March,  1^25. 

^^ Ir     ^f  **»  will  and  codicil   Robert  Constable  a^ 

"»«»»*»  ^^T?  Samuel  Steibel"  were  sworn  executors  on  the  12th 

paper,  and  the  of  July  foUowing;  but  the  probate  did  not  issue 

wh<^^4^    **^*^'  *^^  ®*^  ^^  Septembet.    In  November  of  the 

w  ^^*&e^  same  year,  a  bill  in  Chancery  was  filed  against  the. 

time^aqueik    nctiug  executors  (by  Joel  Emanuel,  the  &ther  of 

hiThe  Court  of  the  residuary  legatee,  who  was  a  minor),  to  compel 

^^*'*'*'^-       them  to  account  for  the  2000/.  bequeathed  to 

Constable,  on  the  ground  that  the  legacy  was  void, 

in  consequence  of  his  being  a  subscribing  witness 

to  the  will.     Subsequent  to  the  filing  of  this  bill. 

Constable   product   a   paper  in  tli'e  following 

terms: — 

*M3th  March,  1825. 
"  I  request  Mr.  Constable  to  pay  my  debts  in 
Fraiice.     His  salary  and  35/.  to  be  paid   inde- 
pendant  of  the  2000/.  1  bequeath  him. 

^*  EnwARD  Emanuel." 
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In  December,  1826,  a  decree  issued,  from  the  ^^27. 
Pren^tive  Court  of  Canterbury,  at  the  instance  uicha^imam 
of  Constable^  citing  his  co-acting  executor  to  .take 
probate  of  this  paper  as  a  codicil  to  the  deceased's 
will ;  and  in  Hilary  Term^  1826,  a  further  decree 
to  see  proceedings  issued  against  Henry  Emanuel^ 
one  other  of  the  executors^  and  the  residuary  legatee. 
An  appearance  was  given,  by  separate  proctors,  for 
both. the  parties  cited:  the  paper  was  then  pro- 
pounded^ on  .  behalf  of  Constable,  as  a  further 
codicil  to  the  will  of  the  deceased,  and  asserted  to 
be  all  in  his  own  hand-writing:  allegations  were 
admitted  in  support  of,  and  opposition  to,  this 
paper.;  and,  upon  the  evidence  taken  on  both 
fiides,-r- 

Luskmgton  and  AddamSy  for  Constable,  cchi- 
tended,  that  the  weight  of  evidence  was  in  favour  of 
the  genuineness  of  the  hand-writing;  that  the 
account  of  the  finding  was  natural  and  satisfactory ; 
that  the  contents  were  probable ;  and  that  fabrica- 
tion was  highly  imprOlxtble. 
.  Jennet  and  Fickariy  for  the  residuary  legatee, 
ai^ed  that  the  time  of  producing  the  paper,  and 
its  date — on  the  very  day  on  which  the  deceased 
and  Constable  had  a  serious  quarrel,  were  very 
Buspicious ;  that  the  finding  was  not  inconsistent 
with  fraud,  as  the  box  had  been  for  some  time  in 
Constable's  power ;  that  the  evidence  to  the  hand- 
writing was  contradictory  and  inconclusive:  that 
the  Court,  therefore,  would  pronounce  that  Con- 
stable, ou  whom  the  enu^  probandi  lay,  had  failed 
in  proof. 

Dodson,  on  behalf  of  Steibel,  submitted  to  the 
judgment  of  the  Court. 


58  >  CJMOiR  BBTBRMWEO    IN   TIE»    •.     -I 

utmuAMMMAM^         Sir  John  Nicholl. 

-jJS^atL        'I'his  case  lies  in  a  narrow  compass,  wad  is  not 
attended  with  any  particular  difficulty.     It  has 
v."'""    lost  much  of  the  importance  which  it  possessed  in 
^'ST'^     its  earlier  stages,  since  I  understand  a  Cpiut  of 
bmamvel.    Equity  has  put  the  same  construction  on  the  star 
tute,  the  25th  Geo.  II.  c.  5.,  as  this  Court  had  pre^ 
viousLy  done ;  having  decided  that,  in  a  will  dis* 
posing  only  of  personalty,  a  legacy  to  an  attesting 
witness  is  not  void  by  that  statute  (a). 

The  question  arises  on  a  paper  propounded,  as 
a  second  codicil  to  the  will  of  Edward  Emanuel* 

» 

The  will  and  first  codicil  are  not  contested  :  they 
are  all  in  the  deceased's  hand-writing ;  the  will  is 
dated  on  the  6th  of  July,  1824^  just  before  he  went 
abroad  ;  by  thi^  will  he  gives  a  legacy  of  2000/. 
to  Robert  Constable^  who  had  been  a  classical 
tutor  in  the  deceased's  £unily;  and  he  appmnto 
him  an  executor  in  conjunction  with  Samuel  and 
Sigismund  Steibel,  and  his  own  brother  Henry,  to 
wh<»n  he  also  bequeaths  the  residue.  In  Jnly^ 
18263  probate  was  taken  of  this  willj  and  the  firet 
codicil,  by  Robert  Constable  and  Samuel  Stdibel^ 
a  power  being  reserved  to  the  two  other  executors. 
The  effects  were  sworn  under  14,000/. ;  and  I  am 
infi)rmed  that  they  do  not  exceed  13,000/.  This 
probate  did  not  pass  the  seal  till  the  September  fol* 
lowing.  In  the  month  of  November,  of  the  same 
year^  proceedings  were  instituted  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  by  the  father  of  the  residuary  legatee^ 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Brett  v,  Brett,  3  Add.  210.  Oq  the  2l8t 
of  May,  I827y  that  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  High  Cpurl 
of  Delegates,  after  hearing  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  only^ 
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to  obtain  a  decimon  of  that  Court  as  to  tibe  dOB^  1827. 
of  the  statute,  the  2dth  Geo.  U.,  upon  the  legacy  to  uicba^mju 
Mr.  Constable^  and,  as  I  have  ahready  observed, 
it  was  there  held  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to 
wills  of  personalty  only  (a).  In  the  mean  time  the 
codicil  in  dispute  was  propounded  by  Constable^ 
who  stated  that  it  was  all  in  the  hand-writing  of 
the  deceased :  it  is  in  these  words : — 

^aath  March^  1825. 
.^  I  request  Mr.  Gcxistable  to  pay  iny  debts  in 
France.    His  salary  and  35/.  to  be  paid  indepen- 
dant  of  the  2000/.  1  bequeath  him. 

The  last  clause  of  this  paper  is  now  of  no  im* 
portance ;  and « to  the  salary.  Constable  would^  of 
course,  be  entitled^  unless  there  was  something  to 
show  that  it  had  been  paid.  The  only  effect,  then» 
of  dus  codicil  is  to  recognize  the  debt  for  the 
money  alleged  to  have  been  advanced.  Now  tliat 
soch  a  sum  was  due,  is  not  at  all  improbable ;  be- 
cause it  appeals  from  the  evidence  that  the  de- 
ceaaed  was  obliged^  on  the  morning  he  left  Mont^ 
morency,  to  borrow  twenty  francs ;  and,  from  the 
ps^ers  in  the  cause^  it  seems  that  he  must  have 
been  occasionally  in  want  of  money,  although  he 
had  a  letter  of  credit  upon  the  cashier  of  Roths- 
diild's  banking-chouse  at  Paris.  .  This  sum  of  35/. 
is,  however,  the  whole  matter  in  diq)ute;  and 
the  question* is,  whether  this  paper  is  genuine  or 
fabricated — ^whether  it  is  the  hand-writing  of  the 
deceased,  or  a  forgery.  It  is  true  that  the  burthen 
ci  proof,  to  show  that  the  paper  is  genuine,  lies 
upon  Constable^  the  party  setting  it  up;  and 
though  the  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  of  35/.  ad- 

(a)  Emanoel  v.  Constable,  Rolls,  26  June,  1827. 
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vaBMd '  as  a  loan^  would  be  no  sulBlcient  object  to 
indace  the  febiicatioa  of  such  a  document,  yet  as 
it  also  recognises  the  legacy  of  2000/.  under  the 
will,  that  recognition  might  have  been  supposed 
offer  greater  importance.  Is  Mr.  Constable,  then, 
guilty  of  a  forgery, of  this  instrummt,  and  to  be 
condemned  in  the  costs  of  these  proceedings  ?  for 
that  is  almost  the  only  questiou  to  which  this  case 
is  leduced:  the  Court  would,  certainly,  require 
pretty  strong  proof  before  it  would  arrive  at  that 
eonqlnsion. 

The  first  evid^ice,  in  suppdrt .  of  the  genuine^ 
ness*  of'  the  paper,  refers  to  the  hand-writing. 
Here  are  several  witi^esses  (so  many^  indeed,  that 
it  will  be  unnecessary  to  advert  to  the  evidence  of 
Hamilton),  intimately  acquainted  with  the  hand-^ 
writing  of  the  deceased^  who  depose  that,  in  their 
opinion,  the  paper  was  written  by  the  deceased  ; 
and  this  affirmative  evidence  is,  not  to  a  mere  subw 
scription^  which  may  be  more,  easily  and  exactly^ 
imitated,  but  to  a  holograph^  of  three  lines:  the 
witnesses,  therefore,  are  more  able  to  pronounce 
decidedly,  upon  such  a  paper,  than  if  called  upon 
to  speak  to  a  few  letters  composing  a  signature. 
This  evidence  then  is,  if  evidence  of  hand-writing 
can  be,  of  considerable  weight.  But  the  indine^ 
tion,  amounting  almost  to  a  settled  principle,  of 
this  Court— founded  perhaps  on  the  facility  with 
which  hand-writing  may  be  imitated — has  been  not 
to  pronounce  for  a  disputed  paper  on  proof  of 
hand*writing  alone,  but  to  require  some  corrobo- 
rating circumstances.  These  are  peculiarly  neces- 
sary in  the  present  case,  where  there  is  much  con** 
fueling  evidence  on  this  point ;  for  ih&e  are  a  great 
number  of  witnesses^  also  well  acquainted  with 
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the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased,  who  speak  to       1927. 
tiieir  belief,  that  the  paper  is  a  forgery,  being,  in  MitnjMMAi 
their  opin  ion^  unl  ike  his  ordinary  character.  These    |gt''j2Sn 
witnesses  are  hot  to  be  laid  entirely  out  of  con-       - — 
sideration;  but  I   never  can  think  that  evidence        ■J^«'« 
of  dissimilitude  is  equally  cogent,  and  weighty,     *f™*^ 
with  evidence  of  similitude,  and  for  this  reason—    wmutt. 
that  it  requires  great  skill  so  to  imitate  hand-  t^^^^t, 
writing,  especially  for  several  lines,  as  to  deceive  ^^^* 
persons  well  acquainted  with    the  original  cha-  t^u«>  but  of  a 
facter;  and  who  are  not  very  likely. to  form  an  aome length, » 
erronecNis  opinion,  if,  on  carefully  inspecting  such  ^*d^dgh°y 
a  paper,  fliey  are  satisfied  that  it  is  genuine.'    On  ^^^^^^^ 
the-  other  hand,  dissimilitude  may  be  occasioned  tendency. 
by  a  variety  of  circumstances — by  the  state  of  the 
Uodth,  and  spirits,  of  the  writer — by  his  mate- 
rials— by  his  position — by  his  hurry,  or  care — cir- 
cumstances which  deserve  still  more  consideration 
when  witnesses  rest  their  opinion  on  a  fancied 
dissimilarity  of  individual  lett^is.    But  the  reasons 
given  by  this  class  of  witnesses  frequently  shake 
their  testimony ;  and  we  also  know  that  when  per- 
sons come  prepared  to  speak  in  iavour  of  a  pre* 
conceived  opinion,  their  evidence  must  be  received 
.with  some  degree  of  caution.      Here,  when  the 
witnessses  descend  into  particulars,  their  reasons 
are  so  trivial — so  unsupported  by  the  exhibits  in 
the  cause,  and  so  discrepant  from  each  other,  that 
I  think  if  they  had  not  been  swayed  by  preposses* 
siws,  they  would  hardly  have  ventured  to  arrive 
at  the  conclusion,  that  the  paper  in  questicMi  was 
not  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased. 

A  comparison  of  hand- writing  is  also  resorted  to ; 
atiid,  for  tiiat  purpose,  two  engravers,  on  the  part 
of  the  residuary  l^^tee9>  are  produced ;  but  it  is 
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ISS^*  well  known  that  men  of  this  employment,  from 
MfOHABLKAf  ^if  habit  of  attending  to  the  exact  fbiin  of  eveiy 
irtff^Mi.  letter,  when  engaged  to  make  fiu;  similes^  are  so 
—  *  alive  to  ike  least  dissimilitude,  that  any  little 
V.  diflerenoe  would  strike  them  as  of  importance. 
»»£«  Here  mother  they  do  not  agn«.-4)ne  engiByer 
is  confident  that  the  codicil  k  not  of  the  hand* 
writing  of  the  deceased ;  while  the  otber  says^  that 
he  camiot  yentore  to  form  an  opinion,  and  timt 
there  is  not  such  a  difference  as  would  jnstiiy  him 
in  asserting^  that  tiie  paper  in  question  was  not 
written  by  the  same  person  who  wrote  the  will. 
Cdnsistentiiy  wilh  the  cautious  reserve  of  this  hat 
witness,  a  gentleman  from  the  Bank  deposes,*  that 
he  sees  nothing  oi  a  feigned  hand  in  tiie  instru* 
ment ;  but  tfaat^  on  the  contrary,  the  likeness  is 
so  exacts  that  it  would  have  passed  a  power  df 
attorney.  These  are  among  the  persons  generally 
produced  in  this  Court,  to  speak*  to  feigned  hand<^ 
writing.  I  have  also  looked  into  the  answers  of 
the  parties  opposing  this  paper ;  and  I  do  liot  find 
that  they  much  vary  the  result  of  this  portion 
of  the  evidence.  Mr.  Emanuel,  the  guardisai  of 
the  minor,  and  fiither  of  the  deceased,  has  so 
strong  an  impression,  that  he  swears  to  his  belief, 
that  no  part  of  the  codicil  is  in  the  deceased^shand- 
vrriting ;  but  Mr.  Steibel,  one  of  the  actii^  exe- 
cutors, will  not  go  so  far^ — ^^  he  cannot  form  a  be- 
lid*  or  disbelief,  wh^her  the  subscription  to  the 
codicil  is  of  the  proper  subscription  of  the  de^ 
ceased.'^  There  is  no  testimony  that  carries  this 
branch  of  the  case  further ;  and  if  I  were  bound 
to  pause  here^  and  to  form  an  opinion  whether 
this  paper  is  in  the  hand-writing  of  th^  deceased, 
li  wotild  say  that  tiie  evidence  in  iiwour  of  it  so 
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fiir  preponderates,  that  I  should  be  disposed  to 
pronounce  the  codicil  genuine. 

But  there  is  another  point  for  my  consideration, 
yiz.,  the  history  of  the  paper  itselfj  and  of  the 
fiiding.  How  was  it  produced  ^  The  first  wit- 
ness^ on  this  part  of  the  case,  is  Sophia  Killen,  a 
young  girl^  servant  to  Ccxistable,  the  party  in  the 
cause.  Constable's  sister  is  also  stated  to  have 
been  present  at  the  finding ;  but  she  is  dead. 
Kallen's  account  is  to  this  efifect — ^that  when  Con- 
stable returned  from  France,  he  brought  two 
trunks  and  a  box.  The  box  was  torded,  and  de- 
posited  in  a  back  garret  where  she  slept;  that. 
one  day  in  the  b^inning  of  August,  1825|  she 
brought  it  down^  by  Constable's  directions,  into 
the,  parlour :  it  was  then  uncorded  [there  was,  at 
this  time,  no  question  about  the  will]  and  opened ; 
and  was  found  to  contain  some  articles  of  dress, 
a  map,  a  dressing^box,  and  three  books ;  that 
Constable  took  the  books^  from  one  of  which  the 
paper  in  dispute  dropped ;  that  he  took  it  up  and 
said,  '^  how  particular  poor  Emanuel  was ;"  [a 
very  natural  observation  for  him  to  have  made] 
that  he  gave  it  to  his  sister,  who  apparently  read^ 
and  afterwards  laid  it  upon  the  table. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  evidence  that  ap- 
plies to  the  finding  of  this  paper;  and  it  has  been 
asked^  why  did  not  Constable  produce  it  at  the 
time  of  this  alleged  discovery ;  but  it  was  not 
found  till  after  Steibel  and  himself  had  been  sworn 
executors;  and  he  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
aware  that  it  was  a  document  of  any  importance. 
His  legacy  under  the  will  was  not  then  contested ; 
he  could^  therefore,  have  had  no  inducement^  at  that 
time,  to  fiibricate  such  an  instrument ;  and  if  it  be 
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1827.  a'  fabricatibif,  and  the  finding  were  precontrivedi; 
MicBA^jfAs  i^  ^'^  ^  ^^17  cunningly  devised  method.  This; 
however,  IB  not^  to  my  mind^  the  legal  result  of 
this  pari  of  the  evidence.  It  is  not  at  all  impra^ 
bable  that  he  wrote  it  previous  to  the  quarrel 
which  is  spoken  to  on  the  Sunday  morning ;  for 
it  is  in  evidence  that  he  wai^^  on  that  day,  in  a  state 
of  considerable  excitement,  and  the  contents  of 
the  paper  itself  point  to  an  apparent  contemplatioti 
of  the  fatal  act  by  which  he  terminated  his  exist- 
ence. The  French  ladies,  at  whose  house  the 
deceased  was  lodging,  describe  his  agitation  of 
mind  on  the  day  preceding  his  sudden  departure 
for  Paris ;  that  he  did  not  eat  his  dinner ;  that 
he  exhibited  much  restlessness;  and^  on  the  fol- 
lowing morning,  came  down  stairs  very  ea*ly; 
looked  pale,  and  was  hurried  in  his  manner  ;  that 
he  borrowed  twenty  francs  of  the  daughter  of  thii 
landlady,  and  then  quitted  the  house. — It  app^rs 
too^  that  Constable  was  surprised  at  this  conduct; 
and  in  the  course  of  the  same  morning.  Went'  to 
Paris  in  search  of  him — ^but  without  success';  that 
lie  returned  to  Montmorency^  and  remained  thei^ 
two .  or  three  days,  when  having  defrayed  ever^ 
expence,  and  repaid  the  twenty  francs  borrowed 
by  Emanuel,  he  vi^nt  back  to  Paris,  where  he 
discovered  what  had  happened.  After  this,  he 
remained  at  Paris  above  a  month,  during  which 
time,  Madame  Le  Due,  in  whose  charge  he  had 
left  a  box  at  Montmorency,  forwarded  it  to  him  ; 
and  there  is  nothing  in  her  evidence,  nor  in  the 
evidence  of  her  daughter,  which  would  justify  the 
conclusion  that  th^e  were  no  books  in  the  box  at 
the  time  it  was  packed  up,  and  sent  to  Paris.  ^ 
If  this  paper^  then,  was  not  written  by  the  de- 
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QOised,  whan  ^as  it  fd^ricated  ?   It  is  perfectly  im-     .  ^827. 
{upbabley  that  it  was  fabricated  at  Paris  ;  besides^  michazi.ua  t 


the  case  set  up  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Emanuel, 
that  the  pap^  was  fabricated,  and  prepared  to 
m^t  the  question  raised  on  the  will ;  and  unless 
1  can  induce  myself  to  believe  that  KiUen,  the 
maid-fliervaijdt,,  has  .perjured  herself,  it  seems  im- 
.possible  for  me  to .  pronounce  that  it  was  forged 
subsequent  to  the  agitation  of  that  question.  And 
looking  at  the  whole  history  of  the  transaction^ 
there  i^p|>ears  no  improbability  that  the  de- 
ceased should  write  this  paper^  when  he  intended 
to  commit  the  act  that  led  to  his  death :  the  iair 
inference  is,  I  think,  the  other  way. 

Then  it  is  said,  it  was  not  likely  that  Constable 
should  have  lent  him  35/. ; — ^but  why  should  he  not 
.haye  been  competent  to  have  advanced  this  sum  ? 
It  is.  not  probable  that  he  should  have  quitted  Eng- 
land without  any  funds  df  his  own ;  and  the  deceased 
would  rather^  in  my  opinion,  resort  occasionally 
10  his  friend  and  guardian,  or  companion  (which- 
ever he  might  be)^  than  constantly  apply  to  the 
clerk  at  Rothschild^s  :  nor  is  it  extraordinary  that 
he  should  remember  the  debt  arising  from  this 
loan,  and  provide  for  the  payment.  The  declara- 
tion to  the  surgeon,  Mr.  King, — that  he  had  been 
scandalized  by  his  bosom  friend — made  subse- 
quent to  that  act  which,  of  itself,  affords  the 
strongest  presumption  of  a  diseased  mind,  can  be 
but  of  little  weight ;  and  the  hurried  exclamation 
of  Constable  to  Madame  Delamere,  when  in  a  state 
of  great  anxiety,  only  shows  that  he  but  too  truly 
fm^boded  the  consequences  of  the  morbid  irrita- 
bility of  his  friend.  Besides,  any  reference  to 
tlieir  dispute  by  one  or  the  other,  at  that  time,  can 
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^^^'      pressed."    The  personal  estate  of  the  deceased, 

MicHABLM At  consisting  of  a  balance  of  wages,  his  watch,  and 

iJ sntoi     wearing  apparel^  was  sworn  to  be  under  the  value 

V.  .  The  deceased  left  behind  him  his  mother,  and 
two  brothers^ — ^both  minors — the  only  parties  en- 
titled in  distribution  to  his  personal  estate  in  case 
he  had  died  intestate.  In  the  month  of  August,  a 
decree^  with  intimation^  issued  at  the  instance  of 
the  mother ;  and  having  been  personally  served 
on  the  two  minors^  in  the  presence  of  their  aunt 
(after  their  mother,  their  next  of  kin)^  and  on  the 
said  aunt,  at  whose  housQ  they  then  were  (a): — 

Lushmgtan  now  moved,  that  letters  of  admi- 
nistration^ with  the  will  nuncupative  annexed  of 
Charles  Morrell,  the  deceased,  be  granted  to 
Samh  Morrell,  widow,  the  natural  and  lawful 
mother,  next  of  kin,  and  universal  legatee  therein 
named.  It  seemed  to  him  that  this  will  did  not 
fidl  within  the  restriction  imposed  on  nuncupa- 
tive wills  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  though  some 
doubt  had  been  entertained  whether  the  23d 
section  aj^lied  to  seamen  on  board  merchant 
ships  (fr). 

Per  Curiam. 
The  Court  was  of  opinion^  that  this  will,  being 
made  at. sea,  would  conie  under  the  exception  in: 
the  23d  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  said, 
that  in  this  case,  there  was  what  was  nearly  tan- 
la)  Vide  Cooper  r.  Green,  3  Add.  454. 

(b)  Provided  always,  that  notwithstanding  this  Act,  any 
soldier  being  in  actual  military  service,  or  any  mariner  or  sea- 
man being  at  sea,  may  dispose  of  his  moveables,  wages,  and 
personal,  estate  as  he  or  they  might  have  done  before  the  making 
of  ibis  Act.--29  Car.  II.  c.  3.  s«  23, 
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taroount  to  a  rogatio  testium^  as  appeared  from  the       1B27. 
•full  statement  of  facts  given  in  the  affidavit  of  three  michaelmai 
disinterested  and  respectable  persons.     The  pro-      '^5*2' 
perty  was  very  small,  and  the  disposition  natural. 
The  Court,  therefore,  decreed  administration  with 
the  will,   as  contained  in  the  affidavit,    to  the    ^®**'«*- 
mother  as  sole  legatee — ^no  executor  having  been 
named.  ,  Motion  granted. 


MORRBLL 

V. 


Y0V19Q,  Otherwise  mearino,  v.  brown. 


Oft  Motion. 


PhilHmore  moved  for  an  administration  pending  Anadminiacra. 
siiit,  on  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Young,  one  of  the  mi!^!!mh^^ 
tiarties: — "  That    the    deceased,   James    Brown  v^^^^^ 

•»t        •  1  •        -I       t  appointment 

Unwm,  was,  at  his  death,  possessed  of  certain  being  nccoi- 
freehold  and  leasehold  houses  (at  Bethnal  Green,  ^^ll^'^the^ 
and  in  Quaker  Street,  Spitalfields),  some  of  which  ^^^^^["and 
are  tenanted  by  persons  accustomed  to  pay  their  ^r^  ^^  ^^\ 

iiji  I  1  11  1     duct  of  one  of 

rents  weekly,  and  that  unless  they  are  so  collected,  the  parties  in 
Ihere  is  great  danger  they  may  be  irrecoverable,  the  n^lnS** 
That  Brown,  the  other  party,  since  the  commence-  ^'^  ^^ 
ment  of  this  suit,  has  received  some  of  the  rents,  whoaecon- 
and  distrained  for  others;    and  having  removed  no  imputation, 
some  of  the  household  furniture  and  goods  be-  J^dtfAown 
lonffinfic  to  the  deceased  from  his  late  dwelling:-  to^>mi»rtiai» 

o      o  ^  ^  o     competent, 

faduse^  retains  them  in  his  possession."  Young  andrenwoai. 
farther  made  oath,  '^  that  he  verily  believes  it.is  for 
the  interest  of  this  estate,  that  there  should  be  an 
administrator  pending  the  suit ;  and  that  William 
Gale,  of  Bethnal  Green  Road,  who  was  the  chief 
collector  of  the  deceased's  rents  during  his  life, 
should  be  so  appointed.^' 


m 
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Bathgate. 


^^^'  nounced  for  in  this  Court  {a) ;  bat,  here,  the  exe- 
MicHAELMAs  cutors  do  not  appear:  and  though  the  Court 
s/swSmi,  would  not  refuse  to  grant  an  administration  to  the 
widow  with  the  instructions  annexed  ;  yet — as  she 
only  takes  a  life  interest  in  the  property— or  even 
less — for  her  widowhood^  with  remainder  to  the 
children,  if  the  executors,  who  are  also  trustees, 
i¥ould — ^with  the  consent  of  the  widow-'— take  pro- 
bate in  common  form,  it  would,  much  itiore  com^- 
pletely,  carry  into  effect  the  intentions  of'  the 
deceased.  The  obvious  wish  of  the  testator  was, 
by  the  interposition  of  executors  and  trustees,  to 
secure  the  interests  of  the  children ;  and  the  Court 
is  also  bound  to  protect  their  interests. 

Lmshingian  said, — ^there  was  no  objection,  on  the 
part  of  the  widow,  to  the  suggestion  of  the  Court; 
and,  on  a  subsequent  day,  the  executors  proved 
the  will. 


OnaiBdaTit, 
thai  an  atteaU 
log  wHneia 
has  l>eeii  dili. 
g«iitly  Bought, 
and  cannot  be 
foand,  an  exe- 
cvtor  may  pray 
publication : 
bat  the  other 
patty  haaa 
rifi^t  to  a  mo- 
nition  against 
the  witness  to 
attend  for 
crofls-examina. 
tioiififtheycan 
dlaoorerhim. 


MTNN  V.  ROBINSON  AND  OTHERS,   BY  THEIR 

GUARDIAN. 


On  Motion. 


This  was  a  cause  of  proving,  in  solemn  form  of 
law,  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Catherine  Mynn, 
late  of  Westboume  Green,  Middlesex,  bearing  date 
the  2d  of  June,  1827 ;  promoted  by  John  Mynn, 
the  husband^  and  sole  executor,  against  William 
R.  Robinson^  the  nephew,  and  an  executor  named 
in  a  will  bearing  date  the  23d  of  November,  1826. 
On  the  By-day  after  Trinity  Term,  1827,  the  ad- 
verse proctor  declared  '^  he  proceeded  no  further'^ 

(a)  Vide  Sikes  v.  Siiaith.  3  PhilL  356,  and  the  cases  cited. 
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for  W.  R.  Robinson ;  and  then  appeared  for  Tho-       1827. 
mas  Maltby,   and  alleged    him  to   be  the  ma-  Michaelmas 
temal  uncle,  and  guardian  lawfully  assigned  to      ^^^« 
-four  in£mts^  the  younger  children  of  W.  R.  Robin-       — ^ 
son ;  mod,  as  such,  contingent  legatees  in  reversion      ^^l*^ 
in  tbe  will  dated  the  23d  of  November.  Robinboji 

Or  an  extra-day  after  Trinity  Term  last,  an      othwh 
allegation^    propounding  the  will  of  the  2d  of 
June,  was  debated ;  when  the  Court  directed  the  Deeds  should 
second  article^,  annexing  a  long  marriage  settle-  ^^^^!^!^ 
ment,  to  be  reformed;  and  said — that  in  this,  and  Jf*!^'^"*  ^ 
all  future  cases,   it  would,  be  sufficient  to  bring  the  registry, 
^feeds  into  the  registry ;  to  recite,  in  the  plea,  the  ISj  ^Tniy 
material  parts ;  and  to  refer  to  the  deeds  as  depo-  ^^ '"  **** 
sited  in  the  archives  of  the  Court  (a). 

On  the  Caveat-day,  in  August,  this  all^ation 

(a)  The  .Court,  in  order  to  show  that  this  mode  of  pleading 
was  adopted  in  the  Courts  of  Common  Law,  read  the  following 
passages  from  Selwjm's  Nisi  Prius^  p.  500-7. — **  In  framing  the 
dedaration;  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  the  provisions  of 
llie  deed  m  letters  and  words.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  state  the 
substance  and  legal  effect.  Neither  is  it  necessary  to  set  forth 
all  the  provisions  of  the  deed ;  stating  such  parts  as  are  neces- 
sary to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  will  be  sufficient."  And, 
ID  a  note,  the  author  remarks :  **  This  rule  ought  to  be  strictly 
adhered  to,  as  well  to  prevent  the  extension  of  the  record  to  an 
unreasonable  length,  as  to  avoid  the  danger  resulting  to  the 
party  setting  forth  the  deed,  from  variances  and  formal  objec. 
tioni.  In  Dundas  v.  Lord  Weymouth,  Cowp.  665,  the  Court 
said,  they  would,  animadvert  upon  any  future  instance  of  putting 
parties  to  the  enormous  expence  of  setting  out  deeds  at  length, 
or  superfluous  parts  of  them.  And  in  Price  v.  Fletcher,  Cowp. 
727,  where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  under  a  lease,  had  set  out  tbe  whole  lease  ver~ 
batim^  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  strike  out  the  super- 
flooos  matter  in  the  declaration,  with  costs.''  See  1  Williams' 
Saunders,  233,  n.  (2). 
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1B27.  was  admitted,  as  reformed :  and,  on  this  day, — the 
Michaelmas  <irawer  of  the  wiU,  and  two  of  the  three  attesting 
witnesses  having  been  previously  examined ;  and 
after  reading  an  affidavit — ^that,  as  soon  as  the  plea, 
propounding  the  will^  had  been  admitted,  the  third 
subscribing  witness  had  been  diligently  sought  for, 
but  that  he  could  not  be  found,  and  that  it  was 
believed  he  had  quitted  the  kingdom: — Mamaby 
and  Dodson  prayed  publication,  and  ob8erved,r*that 
the  husband  was  willing  to  rest  his  case  on  the 
pro(^  already  adduced. 

On  the  other  side,  Jenner  and  Laishington  ob- 
jected,— that  the  vntness  had  not  been  advertised 
for ;  and  that  the  affidavit  did  not  enter  into  a  pro- 
per detail  of  the  diligence  that  had  been  used^  nor 
of  the  inquiries  made  for  his  discovery. 
Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  was,  however,  of  opinion — ^that  the 
affidavit  was  quite  sufficient  to  account  for  the 
non-production  of  this  attesting  witness ;  and  that 
the  executor  had,  therefore,  a  right  to  pray  publi- 
cation, and  put  the  opposers  to  plead  in  case  they 
should  think  fit;  and  if,  by  greater  diligence, 
their  inquiries  were  more  successful,  and  they 
should  find  the  witness,  they  would  be  entitled  to 
a  monition  against  him  to  undergo  an  examination 
on  interrogatories. 


On  the  By-day,  the  Court — ^being  informed,  by 
the  Counsel  for  the  minors,  that  Robert  Hone,  the 
witness  in  question,  was  present,  and  ready  to  be 
examined, — directed  him  to  be  produced ;  when 
he  was  sworn  by  the  Judge  himself,  and  ordered  to 
be  examined  instanter. 
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HILLAM   V.   WALKER. 


On  Motion. 

1827. 


Sidney  Walker^  late  a  lieutenant  in  the  East  michaklmai 
India  Company's  4th  regiment,  died — on  the  16th     aJS^in. 
of  March,  1826,  on  his  passage  to  England — a  xhec^ 
bachelor — leaving  a  father,  who  had  been  resi-  bavingr  de- 
dent  at  Naples  for  twenty-five  years,  during  which  f^ateejoa 
period  he  and  the  deceased  had   not  seen  each  uS^^ST' 
other.    In  1818,  while  Lieutenant  Walker  was  in  ^""ccordiiig 
England,  he  became  attached  to,  and  entered  into  she  cannot  op. 
an  engagement  of  marriage  with.  Miss  Hillam;  ar^Sfl^." 
but,  owing  to  his  pecuniary  circumstances,  the  STir'^^d^her 
solemnization  thereof  was  deferred,  and  he  re-  costs,  and  if 
turned  to  India.     Previous,  however,  to  such  re-  that  win  is 
turn,  in  one  of  his  letters  to  Miss  Hillam,  dated  J^^  o^he 
Manchester,  5th  of  Auo^ust,  1821,  he  enclosed  a  p^p^i^j  . 
paper  sealed  up — with  directions  that  it  should  benefitted. 
not  be  opened  till  after  his  death.    This  paper 
was  of  the  following  tenor  :— 

Manchester,  4th  August,  1821. 

Sunday. 
It  is  my  wish  when  I  die  that  you  should 
have  500/.  of  my  property  that  I  get  from  Mr. 
Vaughan,  and  that  my  relations  the  Grants  in 
Amierica  should  havo  the  same  sum  absolutely  and 
my  clothes  and  if  any  more  comes  to  me  inde- 
pendent of  my  share  of  my  Grandmother^s  pro- 
perty left  to  us  independent  of  my  Mother  (which 
is  divided  or  intended  by  me  amongst  my  Father 
and  Mother  Brothers  and  Sister)  you  should  have 
a  proportion  of  it  equal  to  the  proportion  of  500/. 
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^^^'      to  the  amount  of  Mr.  Vaughan's  property  (my 

Michaelmas  share)  in  expectancy  or  possession  after  paying  my 

2d^"n.    J^^  ^^^^ — *^  agents  in  India  besides  another  to 

H^M      *^  creditors  of  Mr.  James  Inglis — of  perhaps  100/. 

V,         or  mure  that  is  left  to  you,  to  your  Father  and 

Mother  after  you,  afterwards  I  hope  you  will  give 

it  back  to  my  family^  my  Mother  particularly. 

If  you  like  to  make  enquiry  for  the  Tidney  in  Indi?i 

well  and  good — ^Yrs.        S.  Walker. 

This  you  can  show  if  any  demur  should  be  made 
by  my  relations  and  tell  them^  it  is  intended  you 
should  have  that  proportion  of  my  property  as  it  at 
present  is  and  you  can  have  it  now  or  interest  at 
8  per  cent  till  it  is  sold — Keep  the  snuff-box  (a). 

This  paper  was  propounded  by  MissHillam^  who 
gave  in  an  allegation  in  support  of  it.     In  the  mean 
time  an  appearance  had  been  given  for  Richard 
Walker — ^the  fether  and  only  next  of  kin.     But  the 
>vhcn  a  party  Court  having  directed,  at  the  instance  of  Miss  Hil- 
kingdoDi,  the   lam^  ou  accouut  of  his  absence  from  England,  that 
arrest  wm  to    he  should  give  security  for  costs  in  the  sum  ojF 
for^""^*^    50/.  (6),  the  appearance  for  him  was  withdrawn  ; 
and  a  fresh  one  given  for  his  son,  Henry  Walker — 
acting  as  his  attorney — and  then  resident  in  Eng- 
land.    An  authentic  copy  of  a  will  executed  in 
India,  and  bearing  date  on  the  13th  of  April,  1817, 
together  with  a  schedule  of  debts,  dated  May  13th 
of  the  same  year,  was  brought  in  by  the  proctor 
for  Henry  Walker — ^who  declared  that  he  oppiDS^ 

[a)  This  letter  was  directed  to  Miss  Hillam,  and  endorsed 
''  not  to  be  opened."  There  were  several  alterations  and  in- 
terlineations ;  bnty  as  nothing*  turned  on  the  appearance  of  the 
paper,  it  has  been  printed  without  noticing  them. 

(b)  See  Tidd's  Practice,  Tol.  i.  p.  651-2. 
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Miss  Hillam's  allegation.     From  the  admission  of      l®^- 
this  all^ation  in  Easter  Term,  an  appeal  was  en-  Michaelmas 
tered — an  inhibition  taken  out,  and  afterwards  re-  ^i?J"*?' . 

3d  SMnon. 

laxed ;  and  the  cause  remitted ;  and^  on  this  day, 
the  proctor  for  Henry  Walker  declared  that  he  did 
not  further  oppose  the  paper  propounded  by  Miss 
Hillam;  but  intervened  for.  Edward  Stanhope 
Walker — a  brother  of  the  deceased,  and  an  exe^ 
cutor  named  in  the  will  of  1817,  anjl  prayed  pro- 
bate of  that  will,  and  of  Miss  Hillam's  paper  as  a 
codicil.  This  was  objected  to,  as  it  was  contended, 
that  she  was  entitled  to  probate  of  the  letter  she  had 
propounded  as  executrix  according  to  the  tenor; 
and  it  was  stated,  that  she  had  lately  discovered  a 
further  paper  which  confirmed  that  construction. 
Per  Curiam. 
The  Court  is  of  opinion  that  Miss  Hillam  is  not 
executrix  according  to.  the  tenor ;  and  is,  therefore, 
not  aititled  to  probate  :  but  that,  as  the  validity  of 
the  paper  she  propounded  is  now  admitted,  she  is 
entitled  to  her  full  costs  out  of  the  estate.  It  has, 
however,  been  suggested  that  she  has  now  dis- 
covered other  papers  which  may  give  her  a  greater 
interest ;  but  if  that  were  not  the  case,  and  if  she 
were  paid  all  the  benefit  given  her  under  the  paper 
already  propounded,  together  with  her  costs,  she 
could  have  no  interest  in  contending — ^whether  the 
will  now  produced,  be  valid— or  the  deceased  be 
intestate.  The  case  must,  at  all  events^  stand  over, 
till  the  papa^,  referred  to  by  Miss  Hillam^s  counsel, 
are  produced  ;  and,  moreover,  as  it  appears,  that 
the  will  of  1817,  now  before  the  Court,  was  exe- 
cuted in  India — ^in  duplicate,  and  that  the  deceased 
brought  one  part  of  it  with  him  to  England,  which 
is  not,  at  present,  forthcoming — and  which  the  law, 
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^^^'       therefore^  presumes  he  has  revoked ;  there  are  suf- 
MicHAELMAs   ficleiit  grouods  for  the  Court  to  pause^  and  to  refuse 
a/siriii.    probate  till  the  next  of  kin  has  been  cited. 

Walker. 

[1828.  Before  the  alI^[ation  propounding  the  second 

'^j^y  paper  was  brought  in,  two  codicils — dated  the  12th 

^^rl  and  14th  of  May,  1824— were  transmitted  from 

The  principle,  India,  by  which  the  deceased  referred  to  the  will 

are  given  oat  of  1817,  and  gave  M iss  Hillam  the  same  benefit  as 

faj  ttL*^^  by  the  paper  she  had  already  set  up  (a) .     In  con- 

ktouil^t^  sequence  she  withdrew  from  the  suit;  and  the 

by  the  state  of  Couit  was  uow  movcd  to  dccrcc  her  costs  out  of  the 

the  deoeafled*s         .    . 
teftamentary      CState. 

'^*^^-  Ltishtngton  and  Nichollj  in  support  of  the  motion . 

Phillimore  and  Addams,  contra. 

Per  Curiam. 
Miss  Hillam  propounded  a  paper  that  the  de- 
ceased had  left  in  this  country — and  which  wa3 
established  as  far  as  it  went.    Afterwards  other 
papers  were  sent  over  from  India,  under  which  she 

(a)  *^  I  have  made  a  will  in  1817  previbusly  to  going  home  to 

England  in  which  I  bequeathed  &c I  now  wish  that  500/. 

er  800/.  if  the  Tottenham  property  is  equal  to  6000/.  a  share,  be 
given  out  of  my  property,  by  my  Father,  Mother,  brother  and 
Sister  to  Harriet  Hillam  of  PentoB  Place,  and  to  her  mother 
Mrs.  Ilillam  of  Penton  Place,  in  the  event  of  Harriet  Hillam*s 
death.  This  may  be  a  last  request,  and  I  trust  it  may  be 
granted."  S.  Walker. 

Signed  and  written  off  the  island 
of  Cheduba  on  the  evening  of  the 
12th  of  May,  1824. 

In  a  continuation  of  this  codicil  he  writes  : — "  My  will  of  1817 
is,  I  believe,  in  a  square  patana  at  W.  Cleighs  at  Calcutta." 

The  codicil  of  the  14th  of  Blay  <does  not  bear  on  the  present 
question. 
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had  the  same  iaterest :  she  then  withdrew.  So  far, 
therefore,  from  having  acted  rexatiously,  she,  rather, 
has  been  harrassed  by  the  next  of  kin— who,  on  the 
eve  of  the  long  vacation,  entered  an  appeal — ^which 
he  subsequently  abandoned.  But  I  act  on  the 
principle  which  always  guides  this  Court  in  de- 
ereefaig  costs  out  of  the  estate,  viz.,  that  the  party 
was  led  into  the  contest  by  the  state  in  which  the 
deceased  left  his  papers.  Miss  Hillam,  then,  is 
clearly  entitled  to  her  costs :  and,  on  the  whole,  I 
see  no  objecticffi  to  the  costs  of  all  parties  being 
paid  out  of  the  estate. 


[1828. 

Hilary 
Term, 

By-day.] 

HUXAM 

V. 
WjULKBR. 


REAY  V.    COWCUER. 


On  the  Admission  of  an  Allegation. 


Pbter  Cowcher,  the  deceased,  in  this  cause, 
died  on  the  first  of  December,  1826,  leaving  be- 
hind him  Elizabeth  Cowcher  his  widow,  a  son 
Robert  Cowcher,  and  a  daughter  Mary,  the  wife 
of  Stephen  Salmon.  On  his  death  a  will,  dated 
the  6th  of  March,  1824— a  codicil  dated  21st  of 
October^  1826^  and  another  codicil,  without  date, 
were  found :  the  vrill,  in  two  envelopes,  in  a  tin 
box,  and  the  two  codicils  folded  together  and 
locked  up  (with  a  third  paper)  in  a  private  drawer 
of  his  writing  table. 

The  will  was  to  the  following  effect : — 

To  his  wife  an  annuity  of  10/. — to  his  daughter^ 
Maxy  Salmon,  an  annuity  of  80/.  for  her  sole  use ;  and 


1827. 

Michaelmas 

Term, 

2dSe«oiL 

Where  the  wi- 
dow, in  oppo. 
■ition  to  a  will, 
■ets  ap  habi- 
tual intoxica* 
tioo,  wealLen- 
ed  capacity, 
and  costody, 
she  may  alw 
plead  inaane 
dislike,  on  the 
part  of  her 
husband,  to 
account  for 
their  living 
apart,  though 
the  delusion 
may  not  be 
sufficient,  per 
je,lo  invalidate 
thawUl. 
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after  ber  deaths  Eis  exedutrices  to  appropriate  such 
part  of  the  annuity  as  th^y  may  think  fit,  for  the 
education  of  her  children:  to  his  son^  Robert 
Cowcher,  8QiL  per  annum — ^with  the  same  provi- 
sion for  children;  and,  in  both  cases— if  no 
children — ^tbe  legacies  to  become  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate :— To  Mrs.  Elizabefti  Heay,  his  hduse- 
hold  furniture,  linen,  plate^  china,  books,— ^his 
interest  in  the  lease  of  a  house  at  Brixton  Hill ; 
and  also  two  houses  in  London: — the  residue, 
after  payment  of  dd)ts,  to  his  executrices  in  trust 
to  appropriate  the  balance .  of  their  accounts  in 
purchase  of  government  securities,  and  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  to  his  grand-children^  share  and 
share  alike,  at  the  age  of  twenty-two  years.  The 
testator  then  appoints  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Reay,  and  her 
sister,  Mrs.  Jane  Reay,  executrices,  and  requests 
them  to  accept  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  on  the  ba- 
lance of  their  annual  iBiccounts,  with  mourning, 
and  a  ring  to  each ;  and  gives  them  power  to 
grant  leases,  '&c.  The  will  was  signed,  sealed, 
and  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses. 
It  was  fairly ,  written,  though  there  were  a  few 
errors  of  orthography. 

The  codicjls  were  as  follows : — 

I  Prter  Cowcher  of  Brixton  HilJ  in  the  parish 
of  Streatham  rf  Stpoathiiiii  in  the  County  of 
Surrey-7-requife  that  this  may  be  Entered  as  a 
Codicile  of  my  former  will  that  is  respecting  the 
Legacys^— that  sipply  to  My  Daughter  Mary  Salmon 
and  my  Son  Robert  Cowcher — so  as  to  be  Paid  ai^ 

in  lieu  of  which 

Annual  Annuity  by  my  Executerixs—  a  I  will  and 
Bequeath — unto  Mrs  Mary  Salmon  &  her  Chil- 
dren i^ithout  any  Claim  of  her  Husband — a  House 
iditdat«d  in  Davies  St  Berkeley  Square-^Inhabited 


f 
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by  Mr  Highham  Surgeon  &  CI' — — &  unto  my       ^^^' 
Son  Robert  Cowcher  &  His  Children  a  House  michablxas 
isituated — ^in  Davies  St  Berkeley  Square  Inhabited    ^JTm^  • 
by  Mr  Barrows — Surgeon  &  CI'-  this  beinig  the       £^ 
only  L^acies  that  I  intend  to  leave  them — the 

to 

rest  and  residue  of  my  property  ackording    my 

to     to 

Will  win  go  the  Persons  there  specified  with  this 

my  Dangpfater  Mary  and  pqr  Son  Roberts  HMUlMir  > 

Exception  that  Instead  of  leading  timt  a  Children 
as  Residentiery  fc^  rosidontuary  Legatirees — ^I 

MraE 

win  and  Bequeath  as  my  Residentuary  Legaty 

Bmj  my  Ezecotrix— 4o  Dispoae  of  the  Reaidue  as  abe  thinks  proper 

Mr  Charka  Kcariok  Dougloc  now  of  Cambridge 
CcJtedge — &  should  Mrs  Elizabeth  Cowcher  my 
Wife — or  Mrs  Mary  Salmon  my  Daughter — or 
Mr  Robert  Cowcher  my  Son — Institue  any  L^al 
proceeding  against  this  my  Will  &  Codicile — I 
only  request  my  Executrix's  may  cut  them  off  with 
one  Shilling  Each. 

Octr.  21st,  1826.  P.  C. 


In  addition  to  the  Enclosed,  I  have  to  request 
x>f  my  Executrixes — that  should  any  unforeseen 

my 

demands  be  made  upon  estate — that  I — Invest 
them  writh  full  powers  to  sell  to  the  Best  advantage 
— my  leasehold  house  in  Alfred  Place  to  answer 
my  Just  Debts  that  may  be  claimed  on  my  estate 

The  will,  and  the  two  codicils,  were  pro- 
pounded in. an  allegation,  given  in  on  behalf  of 
Elizabeth  Reay,  spinster,  one  of  the  execulrices^ 
which  pleaded  the  factum,  &c.  of  the  will,  and 
codicils— the  capacity  of  the  deceased  till  imme- 
diately before  his  death— that  the  papers  were  all 
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^^^'      in  his  hand-writing— that  they  urere  founds  oa  thf 

MicHASLMAt  day  of  his  death,  by  Elizabeth  Reay,  and  Robert 

id^SStm.    Cowcher  his  son,  and  that  they  were  in  the  same 

£^       plight  and  condition  as  when  found. 

V.  These  testamentary  papers  were  opposed  by 

Mrs.  Cowcher,  the  widow,  who  had  given  in  a 

responsive  allegation,  consisting  of  sixteen  articles. 

The  nine  first  articles^  and  the  eleventh,  pleaded 
certain  circumstances  in  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
ceased,  and  declarations  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  he  had  taken  an  insane  dislike  to  his  wife, 
which,  at  lengthy  reached  such  a  height,  that^  in 
1820,  believing  ber  life  in  danger,  she  separated 
from  him ;  and 'liiat  this  dislike  extended'  to  his 
children,  and  to  all  persons  who  communicated 
with  his  wife  or  with  them.  These  articles  em- 
braced a  period  of  time  from  1799  to  1825. 

The  tenth  pleaded  the  deceased's  cohabitation 
witii  Elizabeth  Reay  from  1820. 

The  twelfth  and  thirteenth^ — habitual  ibtoxica^ 
tion; — impaired  faculties,  health  and  spirits* — 
controul  of  Reay ;— continuanceof  delusion. 

The  fourteenth,  that  the  deceased  in  October, 
1826,  was  prevailed  upon,  by  the  threats  and  eni* 
treaties  of  Reay,  to  write  the  codicil  of  that  date- 
that  Charles  Kenrick  Douglas,  a  friend  of  Reay% 
but  unknown  to  the  deceased^  was  first  appointed 
residuary  legatee — ^that  Reay  afterwards  prevailed 
upon  deceased  to  substitute  her  name. 

Fifteenth — that,  during  the  deceased's  illness,  his 
children  requesting  to  be  informed  of  his  healthf 
Reay  made  her  sister  write,  saying — that  he  was  im^ 
proving;  that  they  called,  but  Reay  would  not  al- 
low any  separate  communication-^Hshe  or  her  sister 
remaining  all  the  time  by  the  deceased's  bed-side^ 
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and  when  he  attempted  to  introduce  the  subject       ^^'^^ 
of  hi.  property,  interrupted  him,  and  would  not  M^^iiHiii^ 
floflfer  him  to  express  his  wishes.  adterim 

Sixteenth — ^that  at  his  death  he  was  possessed 
of  property  yielding  an  annual  income  of  1200f.  ~~ 

The  admission  of  the  allegation  was  now  op-      •^*^*"*- 
pcised. 

Jenner  and  Dodson^  for  the  executrix. 

Luihingtbn^  contra. 

Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

It  is  admitted  that  this  allegation  is  so  far  pro^ 
po*ly  drawn,  that  the  objections  lie  rather  to  the 
genertil  substance^  than  to  the  particular  form  of 
the  articles.  The  allegation  propounding  the  pa^ 
pens,  merely  pleaded  the  factum  of  the  several 
instruments — the  hand-writing  and  capacity ;  but 
did  not  enter  into  any  history  of  the  deceased's 
connexions,  or  af&irs.  The  case^  now  set  up^  is  of 
a  mixed  nature — viz.,  insanity  and  dislike — ^habi- 
tual intoxication — ^weakened  capacity — ^fraud,  con- 
troul^  and  custody.  The  nine  first  articles^  and 
also  the  eleventh — which  plead  delusion  respecting 
his  wife  and  children,  who,  he  fancied,  were  en- 
gaged in  a  ccmspiracy  against  him — are  said  to 
be  irrelevant.  To  this  it. is  answered,  that  the 
articles  are  historical,  and  intended  to  account 
for  the  fact,  that  the  deceased  lived  separate  and 
apart  from  his  wife,  which  would  probably  make 
ib  appearance  in  some  later  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings ;  and  might  be  injurious  to  the  vridow's  case 
if  it  were  not  shown  to  arise  firom  an  insane  delu- 
sion :— now,  in  this  point  of  view,  thiese  articles  may 
be  of  importance;  though  the  facts,  here  pleaded, 
cartainly  would  not  alone  have  been  of  sufficient 
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^^^*       weight,  and  stringently,  to  invalidate  the  will,  if 
MicHASLMAi  h6  had  died  as  soon  as  it  had  been  executed ;  pdr^ 
^saSaa.    ticularly,  as  the  will,  by  itself,  is  not  inconsistent 
with  the  probable  ^positi^nr  ^f  hid  property. 

The  remaining  part  of  the  case — ^boUi'  as  it  rey 
spects  the  later  history  of  the  deceased's  life,  aiid  as 
it  respects  the  nature^  and  appearance  of  the  in* 
struments— -is  far  stronger.  The  disposition  made 
by  the  codicils,  and  the  condition  of  the  deceased 
at  the  period  of  their  execution^  have  a  more  direct 
and  immediate  bearing  on  the  question,  but  the  pre- 
vious history  may  not  be  irrelevant^  as^  by  account- 
ing for  the  conduct  of  both  parties,  it  will  asi^st  the 
Court  in  arriving  at  the  true  conclusion.  My  only 
doubt  is^  whether  it  might  not  be  compressed  into 
one  or  two  articles ;  but,  as  short  articles  are  some^ 
times  more  coiivenient,  I  shall  leave  that  point  to 
the  consideratipn  and  discretion  of  the  counsel : 
and  on  the  whole,  i  am  of  opinion^  that  this  alle* 
gation  contains  a  case  which  is  fit  to  go  to  prooft 

Allegation  admitted. 


IN   THE   GOODS   OF   HENRY   SAMPSON   FRY. 


On  Motion. 


3dSe«ioD.  The  deceased,  by  his  last  will  and  testament^ 
Dii«^ti^cer.  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses,  de- 
wSS^fti!^  vised  his  real  estates-*-subject,  in  exoneration  of 
i^expences,  hig  personal  property,  to  the  payment  of  certain 
of  probate,  ii  boud  dcbts — ^to  Ws  SOU  Joseph  James  Fry,  his 
?n!^penoiul  daughter  Susanna   Fry^   and  his  friend  Hawley 

executow.  Quttcrbucky  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust— to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits — to  appropriate  a 
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pmlkm:  thereof^  aiuiiially,  in  the  purchase  of  stock      1^27. 
— to  pay  his  debts^  funeral  expences,  and  the  ex-  M,cHA«LMAi 
prices  of  proving  his  will.    They  were  also  em-    3^^^ 
powered  to  sell  the  estates.     He  gave  his  personal       — 
{NToperty  to  be  equally  divided  between  his  said  '"oF^m^"^ 


and  appointed  his  daughter  residuary  ^^^" 
legatee ;  but  did  not  name  any  executor.  Hbs 
bequealhed  a  l^acy  of  201.  to  Clutterbuck,  in  case 
he  acted .  as  one  of  his  trustees ;  and  directed  that 
he  should  continue  to  collect  the  rents  at  an  allow- 
ance of  five  per  cent,  upon  the  net  proceeds. 

PkUlimare  moved,  that  probate  of  this  will  be 
granted  to  Joseph  James  Fry,  and  Hawley  Clut- 
terbuck,  as  two  of  the  executors  according  to  the 
tenor.  The  personal  estate,  it  was  understood^ 
did  not  exceed  450/. 
Per  Curiam. 

Thb  Court  said — that  paying  debts,  and  fune- 
ral, expences,  and  expences  of  proving  a  will,  was 
performing  the  office  of  executor.  The  appoint- 
ment of  trustees  was  for  the  management  and 
disposal  of  the  real  estate,  and  for  no  other  pur- 
pose. There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  parties,  for 
whom  probate  is  now  prayed,  are  executors  ac- 
cording to  the  tenor.  Motion  granted. 


IN  TUB  GOODS  OF  ANN  JONES, 


Per  Curiam. 
Elizabeth  Wagner  is  desirous  of  instituting  a  party  may 
a  soit  to  call  in  probate  of  the  will  of  Ann  Jones ;  i^kT/^d 
certainly  it  is  more  usual  not  to  admit  a  party  in  p^^'v^^* 
formd  pauperis  till  after  proceedings  have  been 
commenced.    But,  in  point  of  reason  and  justice. 

VOL.  I.  G 
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granted 


Michaelmas  Well  before  (a)  BS  after, — assistance  may  be  re- 
3ds^!d^  quired  to  extract  a  citation.  I  shall,  therefoie, 
assign  the  present  applicant,  on  her  taking  the 
usual  oathj  an  advocate  and  proctdr ;  sAie  will^ 
however,  be  liable  to  be  dispaupered,  in  case, 
upon  the  appearance  of  the  party  to  be  cited,  it 
should  be  shown  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  this 
fnitilege ;  as  in  all  these  cases  a  party  is  admitted 
de  bene  esse. 


Inthbchiods 

OF     • 

Ann  Jomss. 


JAMESON    AND    OTHERS  V.    COOKE   AND    OTHERS. 


To  entitle  an 
nnfiniahed 
paper  to 
proof,  it  is  ne- 
ceflMuy, — 1st, 
to  connect  it 
most  clearly 
with  the  de- 
ceased :  Sdljy 
to  show  fixed 
and  final  in- 
tention: Sdly, 
completion 
j>reyented. 


On  the  Admission  of  an  Allegation. 

This  was  a  business  of  proving,  in  solemn  form  of 
law,  an  allied  codicil  or  addition  to  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  Lydia  Ellison,  late  of  the  city  of 
York,  widow,  promoted  by  Mary  Ann  Cooke,  Ed- 
ward  Ball,  Mary  Watkinson,  and  Isabella  Wame, 
four  of  the  five  legatees  therein  named,  and  four  of 
the  parties  cited  to  propound  the  same,  against 
William  Jameson,  the  surviving  executor  of  the 
said  will,  and  Isabella  Nunn,  the  other  legatee 
named  in  the  codicil,  and  also  against  the  Reverend 
John  Steward,  two  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  de- 
<!eased. 

The  allegation,  propounding  the  paper,  in  sub- 
stance, was  as  follows : — 

That  Lydia  Ellison  died  at  York,  on  the  29th  of 
April,  1826,  leaving  a  personal  estate  of  about 

(//)  See  Tidd*8  Practice,  vol.  i.  p.  112. 
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That,  for  thirty  years,  she  had  a  great  a£fec- 
Am  for,  and  intimacy  with,  Mrs.  Cooke,  and  Mrs. 
Warna ;  and  also  had  a  great  regard  for  Mrs.  Wat- 
kinsoii,  and  Mr.  Ball.    That,  in  September,  1796, 
she  inade  her  will;  and,  after  devising  her  real 
estajties^  gave  a  legacy  ci  100/.  each  to  Cooke  and 
Warae^  and  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  her  estate  at 
Saffion  Walden  to.  them  jointly  with  Mrs.  Nunn  ; 
that  upmi  the  death  of  the  residuary  legatee,  she 
sold'  some  of  her  real  property^  so  that  her  per- 
sonalty was  much  increased:  and,  intending  to 
dispose  of  this,  she,  on  the  3d  of  August,  1824, 
wrote -the  paper  propounded;   and  that^  in  re- 
ference thereto;  in  October,  1825,  while  on  a  visit 
at  JBalPs,  she  made  to  Mrs.  Gattie — one  of  his  in- 
timate friends — a  testamentary  declaration  in  his 
fiivour ;  that  she  engaged  him  and  his  family  to 
visit  her  at  York  the  following  spring,  and  then  to 
go  to  Harrogate ;  that^  on  a  McHiday,  24th  of  April, 
just  previous  to  their  coming,  she  received  an  in- 
jury by  a  fall,  which  her  medical  attendants  did 
not  think  dangerous ;  but  in  a  day  or  two  she  be- 
came lethargic  and  insensible,  and  died  on  the 
Saturday ;  and  that,  while  sensible,  she  did  not 
consider  herself  in  any  danger.    That  Mr.  Wea- 
therby^  her  confidential  solicitor,  resided  at  New- 
market, and  that  she  did  not  see  him  after  the  date 
of  the  codicil.     That  the  will  was  found  in  a  chqst 
oi  drawers  in  the  deceased^s  bed-ropm,  with  the 
envelope  unsealed — and  no  other  paper  with  it. 
That  on  the  23d  of  September,  1826,  Jameson  re- 
ceived an  anonymous  letter  by  the  general  po3t, 
with  the  codicil  enclosed — stating,  that  it  was 
found  in  the  deceased's  house,  and  was  taken  away 
with  two  sovereigns.    That  the  deceased  was  pe* 
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1827.  nurious  and  suspicious — ^wore  a  pcK^ket  in  front  of 
MicHAUMns  h^  stays,  and  in  it^  she  declared^  she  kept  her  pri- 
vate papers^  having  nobody  she  could  trust ;  that 
Jane  Cusworth  was  her  only  servant,  and  Ann 
Shouter  was  hired  to  as»st  in  nursing ;  that,  one 
morning,  Shouter  was  observed  with  her  hand  m 
the  drawers,  and  said,  she  was  looking  for  a  night- 
cap ;  that,  soon  after,  she  urged  Cusworth  to  go 
down  to  breakfast^  who^  on  her  return,  found  her 
with  the  deceased's  keys^  and  she  desired  Cusworth 
to  lock  up  the  said  pocket,  which  she  did,  and  de- 
livered the  keys  to  Mrs.  Robins(Hi; — ^that,  on  Satur- 
day, 22d  of  April,  the  deceased  received  fiwir  sove- 
reigns and  silver  in  change  for  a  5/.  note ;  that  sh^ 
had  only  spent  bs. ;  but,  on  searching  her  pocket 
after  her  deaths  there  were  only  two  soverrigns ; 
and  her  purse  could  no  where  be  found. 

DodsoHj  and  Salusbury — ^for  the  executor. 

Addamsy  and  Blake — ^for  the  two  next  of  kin. 

Lushingtoriy  and  Haggard — ^in  support  of  the 
allegation. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  esta* 
blishing  a  paper  of  a  testamentary  character,  at 
a  codicil  to  the  will  of  Mrs.  Ly dia  Ellison.  It  is 
brought  forward  by  four  of  the  legatees ;  and  it  is 
opposed  by  the  executor  named  in  the  will,  and 
by  two  of  the  next  of  kin.  An  allegation,  in  sup- 
port of  the  instrument^  has  now  been  debated : 
1  have  considered  the  circumstances  it  sets  forth, 
together  with  the  paper  itself;  and  the  paper 
Is  80  imperfect^  and  has  to  encounter  such  difficul- 
ties, that  it  is  quite  impossible^  in  my  judgment^ 
toovercoiQe  them^  so  as  to  give  it  effect  as  a  les- 
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ttmentary  iostrument ;  even  aasuming — ^what  the       ^^27. 
Court  is  bound  to  assume  in  the  present  stage  of  micbIelxai 
the  cause — that  every  thing  pleaded  in  this  all^a-    aJS^;^ 
turn  is  correct^  and  could  be  proved.    The  paper 
propounded  is  of  this  tenor : — 
Mi'  Weathcrby  I  was  Sir    I  give  my  house  at 

with 

York  to-be  mj  money  in  the  funds  between  Mrs 
Cooke  at  Great  Baddow  Mr  Edward  Ball  Upper 
Stamford  Street  London  Mrs  Watkinson  Burwell^ 
Mrs  Warn,   Mrs  Nunn  if  living  and  I  giit  at 

York  August  3.  1824. 
it  Mildenhall  I 


It  is  in  pencil — ^not  signed — but  is  written  on 
a  scrap  of  an  old  letter,  dated — Hull^  18th  Fe- 
Inruary,  1819^  and  still  bearing  on  it  the  word 
!' Madam/'  In  the  first  place^  then,  it  would 
hardly  be  possible  to  prove  such  a  paper  ge- 
nuine. The  executor^  in  his  affidavit  of  scripts^ 
admits^  as  was  remarked,  that  it  is  in  the  hand- 
ivriting  of  the  deceased  ;  but  the  Court  could  not 
safely  trust  to  evidence  of  hand-writing  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  such  a  document.  It  is  sent  to 
the  executor,  four  or  five  months  after  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Ellison,  in  an  anonymous  letter^  purporting 
to  come  from  a  person  who  is  supposed  to.  have 
stolen  some  money  out  of  the  deceased's  pocket ; 
and  to  have  taken  this  paper  at  the  same  time. 
Why  she  should  have  taken  this  paper  there  is  no 
suggestion;  for  it  is  alleged  that  she  left  two 
sovereigns,  and^  I  presume,  some  other  articles. 
It  is  just  possible  to  conceive  that  she  fabricated 
the  instrument  in  order  to  make  her  peace.  The 
hapd-writing  of  the  letter  is  a3  good  as  that  of  the 
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^Q^'  paper,  and  is  not  unlike  it.  There  is,  then,  iii> 
MicHAELMA*  sufficient  finding. 
sd^swdii.  These  difficulties  relate  to  the  proof  of  itisi" 
genuineness;  but,  in  the  second  place,  there  are 
still  more  conclusive  difficulties  as  to  iter  validity. 
Even  if  the  paper  were  admitted  "to  tie-genmne, 
and  to  have  been  found  in  the,  deceased's  pocket 
immediately  on  her  death,  still,  on  the  face  of  it,  i% 
would  be  inoperative — supposing  it  only  to  apply 
to. personal. property.  Beyond  all  question,  it  is 
imperfect  and  unfinished ;  by  calling  it  imperfect 
and  unfinished,  1  mean  that  it  is  not  reduced  to 
that  form  in  which  the  deceased  j)urposed  to  leave 
it  as  an  operative  testamentary  paper — nay  it  was 
scarce  begun.  It  was  not,  at  first,  intended  to  be 
dispositive — it  was  the  inception  of  a  letter,  or 
rather  of  a  draft  of  a  letter,  to  her  attorn^,  Mr. 
Weatherby,  at  Newmarket,  while  she  was  living 
at  York.  She  seems  afterwards  to  have  changed 
her  mind ;  and  the  paper  then  goes  on  as  if  it 
were  heads  for  a  disposition  of  part  of  her  per- 
sonal property — her  house  at  York,  and  her 
money  in  the  funds.  There  is  then  the  com- 
mencement of  a  further  bequest — '^  and  I  give  at 
twenty'^ — ^but  this  is  struck  through :  then  there 
is  a  memorandum  as  to  part  of  her  real  property, 
but  that  also  is  struck  through — ^'  Estate  at  Mil* 
denhall  V  The  paper  is  a  crude  memorandum 
respecting  some  testamentary  disposition,  set  down 
in  pencil,  as  a  passing  thought,  either  on  writing 
to  her  solicitor,  or  as  heads  for  some  subsequent 
paper.  The  presumptions  are  all  strongly  against 
it.  The  burthen  of  proof  presses  heavily  on  thoto 
who  would  establish  it,  to  make  out  that  it  does 
contain  that  disposition  which  was  manifestly  her 
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intention.    The  affection  and  regard  pleaded  for       ^^^- 
the  parties  benefitted^  show  that  such  a  disposi-  miohaelmas 
tion  was  not  improbable;   but  this  goes  but  a    gT^in. 
little  way  of  itself^  though  it  may  assist  other  cir- 
cumstances. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  thare  are  two  further 
circumstances:  firsts  the  declaration  respecting 
Ball — ^^^  be  shall  not  want  money  long — I  have 
tak^i  care  of  that ;''  but  to  rely  on  this^  and  to 
^ply  it  to  such  a  paper  as  the  present,  would  be 
dangerous  in  the  extreme.  The  other  circum- 
stance is  the  accident,  atad  that  her  death  was  un- 
eocpected :  but  this  paper  is  dated  twenty  months 
before  that  event,  viz,,  in  August,  1824.  Now  to 
support  any  unfinished  paper,  there  must  be  shown 
continued  and  final  intention  to  the  time  of  death, 
and  the  finishing  prevented.  To  meet  this  diffi- 
culty, it  is  observed,  that  the  deceased  never  saw 
Weatherby  afterwards ;  but  if  she  had  intended 
to  have  made  any  such  alteration  in  her  will  (which 
was  executed  thirty  years  before),  she  might  have 
communicated  with  him  by  letter.  She  had  abun- 
dant opportunity  of  taking  further  steps,  if  she 
bad  made  up  her  testamentary  intentions. 

I  shall,  in  my  opinion,  better  consult  the  interest 
of  the  parties,  in  rejecting  this  plea:  without  doubt 
the  paper  is  of  no  validity,  unless  the  rules  and  prin- 
ciples of  this  Court  are  to  be  overthrown  ;  and  it 
would  be  attended  with  some  risk  of  inji^ry  to 
those  principles  to  allow  this  allegation  even  to 
go  to  proof,  when  the  circumstances,  if  all  quite 
true,  are  utterly  insufficient  to  support  th|6  paper. 

The  Court  rejected  the  allegation,  but  ordered 
the  expeaces  of  all  parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
estate.  Allc^tion  rejected. 
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SMITH   V.   BLA&E. 


1827. 


Michaelmas      Dame  Elizateth  Blare  died  OR  the  23d  March, 

1  ERM 

3d  sewoD.  1827^  a  widow— -leaving  Sir  Francis  Bhke,  Baronet ; 
The  o^  be.  Lieutenant-General  Robert  Dudley  Blake ;  WiU 
i«yirS^I^"  Ham  Blake,  and  Eleanor  Ann  Stag— her  only 
•dnd thecon-  children.  Her  personalty  amounted  to  17,060/. ; 
der  to  the  adl  and  by  her  will-i^xecuted  in  writing,  but  without 
2i^ad(^^,^  date---she  had  appointed  Hugh  Smith,  Esq.^  and 
daJSUS^"  **^®  Reverend  Hugh  Smith— executors.  On  the 
forth  fhcts  nuu  3d  of  April,  probate  was  prayed  by  the  Reverend 
as  '^n^iur  Hugh  Smith ;  and  the  grant  thereof  was  opposed 
u^raiiy""**  by  Lieutenant-General  Blake— as  a  l^atee  named 
aJio  requires     {q  a  former  will — dated  the  27  th  of  February,  1826. 

that  the allega-     .         „         ^.         i      ,  ,  .  .  ^r  H     r  ^x. 

tioD  pleading    An  allegation  had  been  given  m  on  the  part  of  the 

•bSTi^teii.     executor,  to  which  three  witnesses  had  been  exar 

Mm^fnSdmr  ^^^  5  ^^^  uo  interrogatorics  were  addressed  to 

the  prayer,      them ;  and  the  cause  had  been  set  down  for  sentence 

on  this  day,  as  unopposed,  when  an  application  was 

n)ade  to  the  Court,  oh  an  affidavit  of  General  Blak€, 

to  rescind  the  conclusion  for  the  purpose  of  bring*- 

ing  in  an  allegation. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 
This  is  an  application  of  a  special  nature  to  pre- 
vent the  Court  from  proceeding  to  the  immediate 
hearing  of  the  cause.  The  cause  having  been  as- 
signed for  sentence,  the  papers  were  all  laid  before 
me,  ready  for  judgment,  as  in  an  unopposed  suit. 

The  question  arises  on  the  will  of  the  dowager  Lady 
Blake.  It  appears  that,  though  she  had  made  a 
former  will,  ahe  yfwte  instructions,  and  sent  them 
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Id  her  confidential  friend,  Mr.  Hugh  Smith  ;  and       1^* 
that  she  afterwards  sent  him  further  instructions —  MicHAWjiAi 
both  which  he  transmitted  to  his  solicitor,  Mn     .JSSl 
Harrison — ^who  embodied  them  into  a  will :  that,        — 
at  an  interview,  on  the  11th  of  January  last,  the         «. 
will^  so  prepared  by   him^  was  read  over^  and, 
after  some  slight  alterations,  fully  approved  by  her 
— iexcept  that  as  to  two  inferior  legacies  she  enter- 
tained some  doubts.    She,  however,  kept  the  paper, 
saying,  she  could  execute  it  afterwards;  and  she 
did  execute  it. — ^These  facts,  as  well  as  capacity, 
ttid  volition,  are  fully  proved.     On  looking  over 
all  die  papers  and  letters,  I  do  not  see  the  least 
ground  for  any  suspicion  of  fraud,  or  imposition  i 
and  I  should  have  been  much  surprised  if — when 
the  cause  had  been  brought  to  me — it  had  not  been 
nmrked  as  unopposed. 

On  this  day,  at  this  late  stage,  comes  General 
Blake^  and  prays  me  to  take  the  extraordinary  step 
of  rescinding  the  conclusion^  and  of  allowing  him  to 
plead ;  I  say  theextraordinary  step-;-because,  though 
the  Court  is  perfectly  competent  to  adopt  such  a 
course ;  yet  the  application  is  very  rarely  made^ 
and  still  more  rarely  granted  : — If  ever  granted — 
it  is  only  when  all  proper  activity  and  diligence 
have  been  exerted^  and  on  good  and  sufficient 
cause  shown  by  affidavit,  setting  forth,  that  mate- 
rial fiu;ts  had  newly  come  to  the  party^s  know- 
ledge. I  hardly  remember  a  case  wherein  a 
prayer  of  this  peculiar  nature  has  been  granted 
without  the  fkcts,  on  which  such  prayer  was 
made,  h&ng  specifically  and  particularly  stated 
— and  without  the  allegation  being  absolutely  ten- 
dered at  the  same  time^  so  that  the  Court  might 
•ee  whether  it  could,  safdy  go  to  proof.    C^- 
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l^'      taioly  ftlm  has  hepn  i^uired  and  done  in  nian|E 
MiGHAuIijj  cases.     Now>  under  what  circumstaooes  is  die 
li'filSrinn     P^^^^^^  application  made  ?     General  Kake  has 
-^i^       been  a  paoty  through  the  whole  of  this  suit ;  bat 
V,         it  seems,  from  some  reason  or  other,  his  proctor 
— ^previous  to  the  month  of  August— <leclmed  to 
(NToceed  further  for  him :  a  few  days  elapsed  before 
he  was  informed  of  this — ^he  then  entered  into  a 
treaty  with  one  of  the  legatees  for  a  compromise ; 
but  how  long  that  went  on  I  do  not  know,  or  how 
it  can  affect  the  present  question  I  do  not  see. 
Mr.  Smith,  the  executor,  was  not  party  to  the  com- 
promise— ^he  was  bound  to  go  on,  and  protect  the 
other  persons  interested  under  the  will ;   and  not 
merely  to  acquiesce  in  the  arrangements  made  be- 
tween General  Blake^  and  one  of  the  legatees. 

What^  then,  is  stated  in  General  Blake's  affida- 
vit?— that  he  has  collected  new  facts  since  the 
15th  of  October — but  he  should  have  done  this 
when  he  undertook  to  oppose  the  will ;  it  goes  on 
— ^that  he  believes  them  to  be  very  material,— but 
it  does  not  say  that  be  has  laid  them  before  his 
counsel^  and  that  they  so  consider  them :  (and  even 
tliis  would  not  be  sufficient,  as  the  Court  ought  to 
be  able  to  form  its  own  opinion,  and  decide  whether 
the  facts  are  so  far  material  as  to  justify  it  in  again 
opening  the  cause^  w  of  such  a  nature  as  to  permit 
that  step  to  be  safely  taken :)  nor  are  the  witnesses, 
prc^MMed  to  be  examined,  enumerated.  On  such 
an  affidavit  is  the  Court  now  called  upon  to  take 
this  extremely  dangerous  and  extraordinary  step — 
contrary!  in  my  opinion,  to  justice^  and  to  those 
forms  according  to  which  this  Court  is  bound  to 
proceed.  1  can  see  no  grounds  for  delaying  my 
sentence ;  and,  I  therefwe  pronounce  for  the  valir 
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dityj  of  the  wiU,  which  the  evidence  fully  rapportft  •      1897. 
and  1  decree  probate  thereof  to  the  executor.  uimZmAM 

The  proctor  for  General  Blakew-betng  called  J22fe; 
upon  by  the  Judge^  preparatory  to  signing  the 
sentence,  declined  to  make  any  prayer: — ^The 
Court  stated^  that  he  might  ''pray  justice'* 
without  prejudice  to  his  right  of  appeal,  and 
that  it  might  be  so  taken  down  by  the  'Registrar. 
This  was  accordingly  done ;  and  probate  was  di- 
rected not  to  iro  under  seal  for  fifteen  davs. 


IN  THE  GOOnS  OF  ALKXANOER  RUSSELL. 


On  Motion. 


4thSeidoii. 


Alexander  Russell^  formerly  of  Edinbui^h,  Anori^^nai 
but  late  of  London^  a  surgeon  in  the  East  India  of i4ia^te^ 
Company^s  service,  died  in  May,  1825.    In  June,  |^J^(^SL 
1826,  probate  was  granted,  by  the   Prerogative  S^^"*  x^ 
Court  of  Canterbury,  to  David  Colvin,  one  of  the  with,)  bTde. 
executors  named  in  the  last  will  and  testament,  ^!7^^^ 
CMT  deed  of  disposition,  made  by  the  deceased,  and  ^.^J^  J^ 
dated  at  Edinburgh  the  2d  of  January,  1819,  with  recorded  at 
three  codicils.      All  the  papers  were  in  his  own      ^^'^^ 
hand-writing. 

The  testator  died  possessed  of  heritable  or  real 
estate,  ;aild  other  property,  in  North  Britain;  and, 
by  has  will,  disposed  of  all  his  property,  both  real 
and  po'sonal,  to  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
intromitters  upon  trust.  An  affidavit  now  set 
forth,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  such 
heritable  estate,  and  cf  carrying  the  will  or  deed 
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^^^^      intb  effiwt  in  Noriii  firiteiii^  itwas  iieeessaiytliiit 
Mton^xLMAt  theorigiafll  wiU  or  deed  trf'-dispofiition  riioiildibe 
fecorded,  and  iSled  in  the  register  books  of  coidiefl 
and  sessionttt  Edinborgfa;  and  that  the  sameriiotiW 
o^^""  (h^  remain  on  record.  ^^ 

R^^i^l^  Luihington  now  moved^  that  thb  will  should  bb 
delivered  out  of  the  registry  of  this  Courts  and  an 
aiithentic  'Dqpy  left  flierein,  mi  bcmd  being  givMi 
that  the  will  diould  be  safely  deported  in  the  V0^ 
gistry  at  Edinburgh,  and  that  a  certiiicate  thereof 
should  be  transmitted  to  this  Court. 

Ths  Court — haying  asceilained,  that  there  was 
no  suit  depending  here  respecting  the  yalidity  of 
the  will,  and  having  directed,  that  the  transmission 
of  the  certificate  should  be  strictly  enforced  by  the 
bond, — granted  the  motion. 

Motion  granted. 


•'i* . 


C0LVII9  V.  H.  M.  PROCURATOR-GENERAL. 


On  Motion. 


AdminirtratioB  JoHN  EuwARD  CoNWAY,  Otherwise  Eugcnc  Ven- 
anintat^  demcsse,  late  a  captain  in  the  military  service  of 
^!^j;^to.  the  East  India  Company,  died  in  the  montfi  of 
gette-with  September,  1823^  intestate,  and  a  bastard.  The 
oniydiUd^wiu  deceased,  who  had  been  recently  itnarnea^  was 
^tSSS^  drowned  by  the  upsetting  of  >  a  boat^  with  hiii 
n^^^Tin?  wife  and  child  [if  any],  in  th6  river  Ganges,  as 
beendted,      he  was  proceediliff  fimn  Calcutta  to  join  his  ret 

of  tiie  wife^  «i  pranv^doo  that  the.  hpabwdiDiT^ 
perty  mall. 
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ftmeBt    At  the  time  of.  his  death,  be  was  indebted      1M7. 
to  the  house  of  Cdvin  and  Co.,  agents  at  Calcutta,  mioba«mai 
eo  bend  dated  27tfa  of  July,  1823^  for  the  payment      tmui^ 
of  19S2L  sterling.    The  property  of  the  deceased,       — 
in  this  country,  did  not  exceed  2&0/.     On  an  affl-      ^^"  ^ 
davit  of  James  Colvin,  one  of  tte  partners  in  the  pnocuJ!^^ 
houseof  Colvin  and  Co.,  a  decree^  with  intimation,    6<itsRAL. 
kiued  against  the  King^s  Proctor^  and  no  appear- 
ance being  given  by  him,— 

Dodson  moved  for  a  grant  of  administration  of 
the  goods  (within  the  province  of  Canterbury)  of 
Ae  deceased  to  the  said  James  Cdvin,  as  a  creditor, 
im  givudg  the  usual  security. 
Per  Curiam. 

Thb  Court  said — ^that,  in  strictness,  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  wife  ought  to  have  been  cited; 
but  as  the  primA  facie  presumption  of  law  was,  that 
tiie  husband  survived  (a),  and  as  the  property  was 
small,  and  the  debt  large,  the  decree  might  pass.  • 

Motion  granted. 

(a)  Vide  Taylor  v.  Diplock,  2  Phill.  267. 


JN  THE  AOODS  OF  TH£  ELECTOR  OF   HESSE. 


On  Motion. 


On  tiie  by-di^  of  Trinity  Term  last,  Lushingion  nie  court  wii! 
applied  for  an  administmtion  to  be  granted  to  f^^^^ 
Nathan  Myer  Rothschild,  as  agent  of  the  present  ^[*Jg|2S£ 
Elector  of  Hesse^  for  the  recovery  and  receipt^  in  tionumitadto 

proc66dfai|ps 
ImQmMotwji  lNawUIllolexle•dtttothtNeriplafadtb^wittl0lltap(mflrofanora^ 
thefroperantlioritiet. 
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the  CioiiFt  of  Chancery^  of  a  debt  due  to  the.Mrfe 
MicHAWMt  Elector  from  the  estate,  of  his  late  Royal  Uighocmi 
the  Duke  of  Yodc;  The  applicaticm  was  founda^ 
on  an  affidairit  of  Mr.  Rothschild^  which  statad  iMit 
he  had  receiyed  instructions  from  the  i^tiesent 
Elector  to  recover  the  debt. 

Thb  GoinuT  granted  the  administratiQn  limitocf 
to  substantiate  proceedings  in  Chanoety;  but  de- 
clined to  extend  it  to  the  receipt  of  the  ddbtt, 
idthoutsraie  fuller  authority  from  the  Elector  ci 
Hesse^  or  frxmi  his  Minister  of  State. 

A  power  of  attorney  from*  the  Minister  oi  Staii, 
executed  by  the  directions  of  the  Electw  ei  Hesifi^ 
being  now  produced, — 
Per  Curiam. 

Thb  Gou&t,  on  motion  of  counsel^  revoked  tt|e 
former  administratis^  and  decreed  a  new  adininj»- 
tration  limited  to  further  proceedings  in  Chancerf^ 
and  to  the  receipt  of  the  said  ddl>t. 

Limited  administration  granted. 


INGRAM   V.   WYATT. 


litSenion. 

Intarrog^ato- 
ries  not  being 
ready^and 
twenty-fonr 
lunin  having 
^luptfii  after 
notloi^totbe 
adrcnePkoc- 
tor^Wdie 
^mkliiction  of 
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witiieaihaa 
nol^  under  all 


a  light  tD  he 
onmiHeQ. 


An  allegation,  in  this  case^  had  been  admitted, 
on  behalf  of  Henry  Wyatt,  in  May  last.  Six  wit- 
nesses were  examined,  by  commission,  during  the 
long  vacation,  and  a  seventh  came  up  to  Lo^dcm 
cm  Monday»  November  the  5tb,  from  a  distance  c^ 
160  miles^  to  be  examined  on  the  same  artii^. 
On  that  day,  at  half-past  three  o'clock^  notice,  tbsEit 
this  witness  would  be  ready  to  undei^o  his  cross- 
examinaticm  in  twenty«four  iiours,  was  served  on 
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the  adverse  proctor,  who  now  stated  that  he  had      ^^^* 
immediately  procured,  instnlcticws,  and  pi^arcd  micbavuu» 
a  draft  of  some. interrogatories,  but  was  unable  to    x^SSHm. 
g^  them  settled,  by  counsel,  till  after  the  witness     |J^^ 
was  repeated  to  his  examiuation-in-chief  on  Tues-         v. 
day  night — ^which  being  done,  he,  immediately,        ^^^' 
^left  towa^  revising  toremain  to  be  cross-examined. 
TmB  Court  was  of  opinion  that^  under  the  cir- 
cumstances,   further  time    ought   to    have  been 
allowed  for  preparing^  and  administering  the  in- 
terrogatories; and  said-~It  would  grant  a  moni- 
tion against  Ihe  witness  to  attend,  and  undergo 
Us  ocossfezamination^  and  should  condemn  the 
party,  whose  witness  he  was^  in  the  costs  of  re- 
producing him^  unless  a  satisfactory  affidavit  was  : 
brought  in  to  explain  why  he  was  not  examined  on 
the  commission^  and  why  he  left  town  before  he 
was  cross-examined. 

The  Proctor  for  Mr.  Wyatt  stated,  that  the  wit- 
ness hisd  not  been  produced  under  the  commiKsion, 
because  his  residence  *could  not  be  discovered ; 
and  that^  eyen  now,  he.  did  not  know  where  he 
was  to  be  found,  nor  how  his,  attendance  could  be 
enforced. 

Thb  Court  said — that  such  being  the  case,  and 
the  grant  of  a  monition^  therefore,  of  no  avail-r- 
its  present  impression  was^  that  unless  the  witness 
was  again  brought  up  before  the  second  session, 
at  the  expence  of  the  party  who  originally  pro- 
duced him^  his  deposition  should  be  sealed  up  in 
the  r^^istry,  and  not  be  used  at  the  hearing ;  lor 
it  would  be  no  injustice  to  the  party  to  reject  the 
tfoAakce^  if  the  other  side  were  precluded  from 
the.boiefit  of  cross-examination.  Perhaps  the  ad- 
'  dress  might  be  learnt  from,  the  £xaminer.r  or  the 


d 


9» 


OMM' DBTBRBmBD   IW  TSS 


.  ( 


18K. 


Mic 

lit 


V. 

Wtatt. 


SdSeMion. 

Under  fuipi. 
dow  circnin. 
ftaaoei,  the 


not 


betealednp; 
bat,  on  a  mib. 
•eqnent,  latb. 
UnAory^  expla- 
nation, maybe 
dettvered  out 
•abject  to  all 
olilJectioni  at 
the 


Registrar  might  be  autkorized  to.  lode  into  dia 
depontion  for  that  purpose. 

The  Court  extended  the  term  probatory  to  the 
second  session,  in  order  that  the  witness^  /William 
Lewes^  might,  in  the  mean  time,  be  produced  lor 
cross-examination;  and,  if  not  produced^  tbi, 
Court,  directed  that  his  deposition  should  W 
sealed  up*. 


i 


Oif  Ifais  day,  a  <teclaration  of  the  Proctor  hiow 
self,  and  also  an  affidavit  of  Henry  Wyatt,  faia 
party,  were  brought  in ;  and  the  Judge  was  prayed 
to  rescind  the  •  order^  or  assignation,  of  the  last 
court-day. 

Jenner,  in  support  of  the  application. 

Lushingtani  cantri.  i 

Per  Curiam.  »* 

The  Court^  no  doubt)  has  the  power  of  r&* 
scinding  its  former  order,  if^— on  a  difiomit  i^ 
presentation  of  the  fects-^it  should  appear  that 
justice  would  not  be  done  by  carrying  it  into 
effect :  but,  on  the  view  that  the  Court  had  of  the 
circumstances  on  the  last  session,  it  was  perfectly 
justified  in  making  that  order.  I  must  premise 
that  no  imputation  lies  on  the  Proctor— no  perMii 
is  more  correct  in  his  practice,  nor  is  tiiere  any 
one  that  stands  higher  in  his  profession — but  ibe 
facts  were  such  as  created  suspicion.  The  allega- 
tion was  admitted  in  May  last :  a  commission  for. 
the. examination  of  witnesses  had  been  extracted  in 
the  long  vacation^  and,  under  it,  six  witnesses 
were  examined  to  certain  articles :  on  the  fifUb 
of  November  only  notice  was  given  to  the  advene 
Proctor  that  another  witness  was  to  be  produced  that 
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day,;  and^  at.  the  expiration  of  thirty .  hours,  he      18*27. 
was  repeated,  and  could  not  be  prevailed  on  to  michaelim» 
stay  till  interrogatories  were  prepared.    The  ge-    ^IS^ 
neral  rule  is,  that  twenty-four  hours' .  notice  shall       — 
be  giTen  for  the  preparation  of  interrogatories;      ^"**r*^" 
but'  it  does  not  follow  that,  on  special  occasions,      ^v^"- 
the  time  may  not  be  extended  or  abridged  (a). 
In  the  present  instance^  the  hurried  departure,  of 
the  witness— coupled  with  previous  circumstances 
— had  the  appearance  of  a  contrivance  that  he 
should  come  up,  and  he  examined,  and  his  deposi- 
tion be  forced   on  the  Court,  without  its.  effect 
being  weakened   by  the  answers   extracted   by 
ioterrogatories.     Till  the  party  had  exonerated 
himself  from  such  suspicion— strengthened,  at  the 
time,  by  the.  fact  that  the  Proctor  did  not,  even 
then^  know  the  residence  of  the  witness,  and^  not 
only,  could  not  find  him,  but  had  no  means  of 
ascertaining  where  heviras — the  Court  deemed  it 
right  to  make  the  order  now  prayed  to  be  rescinded. 
I  thought,  on  the  facts  then  before  me,  it  would  be 
extremely  dangerous  that  such  a  deposition  should 
be  read,  unless  the  party  would  reproduce  the  wit- 
ness for  cross-examination ;    and^   therefore,  or- 
dered the  evidence  to  be  sealed  up.     Now^  the 
affidavit  of  the  party — for  it  is  unnecessary  to 
recor  to  the  Proctor's  statement  after  what  I  liave 

(a)  Oughton,  tit.  80,  §§  9, 10, 11 ,  and  the  notes  to  those  sections. 

It  was  stated  by  an  Examiner,  in  reply  to  a  question  from 
the  Coart,  dial  though  a  witness  was  not  repeated  till  after  he 
had  beea  examined  on  interrogatories,  yet  he  signed  his  depo- 
8iti<m  as  soon  as  his  examination-in-chief  was  finished,  and 
was  not  again  allowed  to  see  it.  The  Court  said — that  course 
was  qoite  satisfactory ;  and  it  would  also  be  desirable,  if  any 
naterial  alterations  were  made  at  the  request  of  the  witness, 
it  alwDld  appear^  from  the  papers,  that  such  was  the  case. 

VOL.  I.  H 
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1827.       whom  inquiry  may  be  made  for  him,  is  liot  girenl 
Mic*Ainjfjtt  How,   then,    could    the    compulsory  process  be 
adM^on;    ^CJ^ved?    As  some  steps  hate  been  taken  for -lAstt 
— '"- .      purpose  of  producing  this  witness ;  and  as  he  mayi 
V.         possibly,  attend  before  the' next  Cotirt;  as  the 
^^^"*      &cts,  also,  which  have  been  disclosed,  have  Wj^ 
moved  all  suspicion  of  contrivance  irotn  the  pflMjr 
— I  shall  so  far  rescind  my  former  order  as  to  dfc 
rect  the  deposition  to  be  deliver^  out^  and  to.  be 
used  subject— at  thie  hearing— to  all  observations  6m 
its  admissibility  as  evidence.  •  I  shall  also  dirMt 
publication  to  pass  on  the  next  court-^lay,  with 
liberty  to  <»t>ss-examine   this   witness,  Williidn 
Lewes,  if  he  shall,  in  the  mean  time,  appear  ac* 
cording  to  the  notice  which,  I  learn  from  the  state* 
ment,  has  been  forwarded  to  him.     If  he  is  so 
cross-examined,  his  deposition  will,  of  courde,  be 
admitted ;  if  he  shall  not  appear,  it  will  be  f&f 
the  Court  to  decide  whether  the  deposition  shall 
be  read  at  all ;  and,  if  read,  the  Court — having 
all  these  circumstances  now  disclosed  to  its  view-^->- 
will  be  able  to  form  a  Mr  estimate  to  what  degree 
of  credit,  and  weight,  his  evidence  may  ^ be  en- 
titled. 


4th  SesBion. 


After  pnbiica-       Qs  the  fourth  scssiou  (publication  having  passed 

tioo,  the  Court  ,  ,.  •       \      n      ^         ^  j  u. 

wui  not  allow  ou  the  prcccdmg  session),  the  Court  was  moved  to 
re^S^*d^  rescind  the  conclusion  of  the  cause,  for  the  purpose 
m^^!^!^  of  permitting  the  re-^xamination  of  Joseph  Snow, 
•DggeiUon  and  Edward  Townsend  Higgins,  two  witnesses 
aminer^^ma  already  cxamiucd  OU  certain  additional  articles  to 
S^tor"^  an  allegation  given  in,  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Barbant 
piea,haa,im.    Ingram,  and  admitted  on  the  14th  of  July,  1827. 

jeetod  eridence:  bat,  if  cMeotial  to  jwtioe,  It  mqr  direct  a  vivd  voce  re-ezaBunatioii  in  open 
Court. 
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Per  Cwriam*  1827. 

k  an  application,  on  b^alf  of  Mr?.  Ingram,  uiobawlumm 
to  rescind  the  conclusion  of  the  caus^,  and  to     Jl^* 
•allow. two  witnesses  to  be  re-examined,  on  the  sag-       — 
gndoQ  that  the  Examiner  had  misconstrued  the      '^^ 
allegation.    It. is  not  necessary  to  call  upon  the      ^*^" 
Examiner  to  make  any  statement^  as  the  fact?  ap- 
pear on  the  fece  of  the  proceedings.     An  applica- 
'tkm    that  a  .witness,  after  publication^  shall  be 
jw^xamined,   stands  on  very  different    grounds 
'from  a  similar  application  before  publication^  and 
.18  open  to  far  stronger  objections.      The  Court 
^would  require  very  stringent  matter,  before  it  set 
tup  such  a  precedent.;  for  under  any  circumstances, 
and .  in  any  mode^  it  would  be  a  most  dangerous 
^experiments  leading  to  subornation,  and  improper 
extortion  of  evid^ice ;  more  particularly,  in  a  suit 
thait  has  already  been  depending  nearly  three  years, 
that  has  run  to  great  length  both  m  plea  and.proof ; 
and  where  the  parties  in  the  country  appear  to  be 
in  such  a  state  of  hostility,  as  to  vie  in  protracting 
the  cause  to  the  utmost  possible  limit. 

It  is  said^  that  the  Examiner  has  misunderstood 
the  allegation.     It  pleads  in  substance : — 

That  since  the  accession  of  John  Clopton,  the  de- 
ceased, to  his  brother^s  property  in  May,  1818,  and 
prior  to  the  execution  of  the  will  (a),  Henry  Wyatt 
— the  party  in  the  cause — ^was  in  the  autumn  of 
1818^  and  in  the  following  winter^  and  also  at  va- 
jrious  times  in  1819,  and  in  1820,  in  the  habit  of 
lOonversing  with  different  persons  on  the  subject  of 
his  first  acquaintance  with  the  deceased,  and  of  the 

(a)  The  will  propounded  was  daM  on  the  2l8t  of  August, 
1821 ;  and  a  codicil,  also  propounded,  bore  date  the  3d  of  Au- 
&i»t,i822. 


16B  CASES  DBTERK nCED  IN  THE 

^^SCT,       finding  him  upon  the  death  of  his  broAer,'  Edwavd 

MicHAxufAi  CloptoQ ;  and  often  described  his  then  state  and 

ithSSo,    condition ;  that,  at  such  times,  Henry  Wyatt-^ 

—        the  presence  of  Joseph  Snow  and  Edward  ToiM#* 

9.         end  HiggvM — stated,  that  on-  going  to  London 

WYAtt.     ^.jjj  j^jg  ^^^j^  ^  inform  John  Clopton  of  the 

dieath  6f  his  brother  Edward^  and  of  his  aoces* 
tnon  to  the  Clopton  estates;  he — ^the  said  John 
Clc^on-^was  then  found  in  a  garrec  in  extiemfe 
iilth ;  and  that  he  was  made  fit  to  attend  his  bro- 
ther's funeral  by  being  dressed  in  a  suit  of  clotiies 
aind  a  wig  which  had  been  worn  by  his  late  brother. 

After  further  pleading — that  Wyatt^s  father^  (who 
wrote  the  instructions  for  the  will,)had^  during  the 
same  years,  and  in  die  presence  of  Higgins,  made 
similar  isulmissions  as  to  the  state  and  condition  of 
die  deceased  ; — ^the  article  concludes :— ^ 

"  That  they,  the  said  Henry  and  Richaird 
Wyatt,  in  the  course  of  such  their  aforesaid  coik 
yersatibns,  gave  sach  representations  of  the  ge^ 
neral  conduct,  habits,  a^  manner  of  the  said 
deceased^  as  left  no  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  per- 
sons to  whom  they  were  so  ^ven^  that  the  said  John 
Clopton  was  a  person  of  weak  and  imbecile  mind, 
and  was  so  considered  and  treated  by  the  said 
Heiuy  Wyatt  himself,  and  by  his  father/* 

In  strict  interpretation,  the  words  taken  separately 
have  been  rightly  construed^  though,  from  the  con- 
text^ it  would  appear  that,  probably,  they  were  not 
intended  to  be  thud  limited :  but  the  pleadingshould 
have  been  so  constructed  as  to  be  unequivocal; 
which  might  have  beeil  effected  by  adding  a  feir 
words.  The  ambiguity,  I  have  no  doubt^  would 
have  been  avoided^  if  the  Proctor  had  not,  at  the 
time  of  bringing  in  his  allegation,  been  required — 
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under  the  special  circuinstaaces  of  the  case^  imme»       ^B27. 
diately — ^in  Courts  to  insert  in  his  plea,  the  names  michaklmai 
of  the  witnesses  in  whose  presence  it  was  intended    ^^2* 
to  proye  that  the  conversation  pasibed.    This  slight       — 
andformal  error  might  thus  easily  have  arisen.  But,      ^^^ 
perhaps,  omsidering  the  whole  article  together^     ^▼^*v* 
the  true  meaning,  even  now^  is  not  that  whidi  has 
been  attributed  to  it;  and  if  the  construction  of  an 
article  -be  doubtful — an  Examiner  would  act  more 
prudently  in  taking  the  evidence  down,  and  leav- 
ing it  to  the  Court  to  reject  it  afterwards — if  extrar 
articulate. 

1  cannot^  however,  see  what  possible  advantage 
can  arise  from  a  re-examination  to  declarations, 
made  eight  years  ago.  Higgins,  says,  he  cannot 
fi  this  distance  of  time  remember  what  passed : — 

'^To  the  best  of  his  recollection,  and  as  he 
has  no  doubt,  he  never  heard  Henry  Wyatt  say 
any  thing  about  the  deceased  in  this  cause^  in 
the  presence  of  Joseph  Snow :  he  remembers 
diat,  on  some  occasions,  when  Richard  Wyatt 
was  dining  with  the  deponent,  he  spoke  of  the 
deceased;  but,  after  all  due  consideration  and 
reflection,  he  is  unable  to  call  to  mind,  with  any 
accuracy  or  certainty,  what  Richard  Wyatt  so 
said.  He  has  no  recollection  at  all  of  any  parti- 
cular time  when  Richard  Wyatt  said  any  thing  to 
him  on  the  subject  of  the  deceased,  and  his  recol- 
lectimi  of  what  Richard  Wyatt  may  have  said,  and 
did  say  to  him  at  any  time,  is  so  very  imperfect 
and  indistinct,  that  he  cannot  undertake  to  depose 
thereto,  either  to  particular  expressions,  or  the 
general  nature  and  efiect  thereof/^ 

There  could,  then,  be  no  use  in  again  examining 
him ;  and  it  h»B  been  remarked,  that,  from  his  own 
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1SB7.      observation,  he  has  spoken  stitmgly  in  suj^xNrit  of 

UECBAsiMAn  sanity : — On  the  15th  interrogatory  he  says,  "  he 

ith^Mtfin    ^^^  consider  and  treat  the  deceased  as  a  penoD 

—   *    competent  to  do  kets  of  business,  and  to  enter  iiito 

«.         legal  engagements  affecting  his  property  ;'^  and  the 

wyatt.      question  is  not — ^in  what  state  the  deceased  wbb  at 

die  time  of  his  brother's  death,  but,  at  the:  time  of 

making  his  will. 

Snow  admits  conversations  were  held :— - 
'^  While  on  a  visit  to  Henry  Wyatt  in  the  early 
part  c^  the  year  1820,  the  said  Henry  Wyatt  did 
occasionally^  when  sitting  witb  the  deponent  after 
dinner,  speak  to  him  on  the  subject  of  his -first 
acquaintance  with  John  Clopton,  and  of  the  state 
in  which  he  found  him  after  the  death  of  his  bro- 
ther Eklward;  but  Edward  Toumsend  Higgfim 
was  not  present  on  any.  such  occasion/' 

It  is  not  probable  that  Wyatt  would  make  de- 
clarations asserting  his  own  frauds  and  the  de- 
ceased's incapacity;  and  the  party's  answers'^ to 
this  allegation  have  been  brought  in.  To  reexa- 
mine^ then,  to  recollections  of  conversations  taking 
place  in  the  ordinary  intercourse  of  society — and 
passing  eight  years  ago,  would  be  quite  nugatory. 
It  is  scarcely  possible  to  suppose  that  it  could 
bring  out  material  evidences  with  the  mass  of  de- 
positions already  before  it,  it  is  not  to  be  expected 
that  such  matter  could  have  any  influence  on  the 
decision  of  the  Court.  At  all  events,  the  present 
application  is  of  so  very  extraordinaiy  and  danger- 
ous a  nature^  that  it  certainly  would  not  be  con- 
sistent with  due  precaution  to  grant  it  in  its  present 
shape.  The  case,  however,  I  presume,  is  just 
ready  for  hearing,  though  I  know  not  whether  it 
is  intended   to   give  in  an   exceptive  aliegaticKi. 
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Shoold^  therefore;  the  Court— against  whom  the      1^27. 
•cause  is  never  concluded  {a) — find,  at  the  hearing,  michIbmas 
that  the  fecte  are  so  very  nicely  balanced^  that  its     J^y^ 
^lecision  may  turn  upon  such  evidence  of  loose  de-       — 
•clarations — ^made  after  dinner — ^It  will  not  be  pre-     **°*^"' 
eluded  from  admitting  them,    if   neces^ry  and      w^^"- 
essential  to  justice.    But  in  that  case,  I  should, 
probably,  adopt  a  course — not  very  usual — ^but  not, 
altogether,  unprecedented — of  issuing  a  monition 
to  the  witness  to  appear,  and  undergo  a  viva  voce 
examination    in  open  Court,  when   his  answers 
might  be  taken  down  by  the  Registrar.   That  would 
be  the  only  safe  way — and  which  the  Court  is  fully 
'competent  to  adopt. 

At  present^  I  reject  the  motion,  reserving  the 
question,  as  to  the  costs  of  making  it^  to  the  final 
hearing  when  I  i^all  see  the  whole  case. 

Motion  refused. 


KENNY  V.   JAC&SON. 


On  Motion. 


Ann  Whitehead,   after  bequeathing,   by  her  An  inventory 
will  and  codicil,  certain  legacies^  amongst  others  ^y^teX 
to  Barnard  and  Mary  Kenny,  directed  the  residue  ^^^r**b^ 
of  her  effects  to  be  divided  between  Barnard  and  rwiduary  le- 
Mary  Kenny,  and  appointed  the  Reverend  Thomas  giyenareicaae. 
Jackson,  and  Algernon  Wallington,  executors. 

On  the  22d  of  March,  1822,  this  will  and  codi- 
cil were  proved  under  16,000/.,  in  the  Prerogative 
Court,  by  Mr.  Jackson, — the  other  executor  having 

(a)  Vide  Oughton,  tit.  117.  §  3  (m). 
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^^27.      reiiouiiced.    A  citation  had  rince  been  served^  «t 


MicHABLMAi  the  instance  of  Barnard  Kenny^  one  of  the  resi- 
iti^'nlriMi    ^*^*"y  l^atees,  upon  Mr.  Jackson,  for  an  inventory 
—       and  account;    who. prayed  to  be  dismissed,  qu 
9.         exhibiting  a  release,  signed  by  the  two  Kennys, 
***'"*^*    as  well  for  their  Ic^cies  as  for  the  residue.    The 
release  was  dated  on  the  lltii  of  December,  1823>  at 
which  time^  it-  was  stated,  Barnard  Kenny  was  a 
minor.    The  amount  of  the  residue  did  not  appear. 
LuihrngtoUj  in  support  of  the  motion. 
Dodsonj  canttd. 
Per  Curiam. 
It  18^  I  consider,  a  matter  of  duty  for  an  executor 
to  deliyer  an  inventory  and  account,  when  properijr 
called  upon  for  that  purpose ;  and,  in  order  to  exo-» 
nerate  himself  frqinall  liability^  it  is  always  moat 
prudent toexhibit  it  before  a  final  settlement.  This 
Court  will  not  enter  into  the  question  — ^how  this  re- 
lease  was  obtained^  nor  whether  it  is  valid — It  can- 
not judge  of,  nor  notice  such  instruments.  Barnard 
Kenny,  when  he  executed  the  release,  was^  certainly, 
a  very  young  man-^^ven  if  he  had  attained  his  ma* 

jority^  and  having  now,  as  one  of  the  residuary 
legatees,  demanded  an  inventory  and  account,  they 
must  be  produced  without  delay;  they  may, 
perhaps^  be  the  means  of  discovering  an  un£ur 
settlement ;  while^  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  exe- 
cutor has  been  vexatiously  cited  in  this  matter^ 
he  may  be  able  to  obtain  relief  in  another  Court ; 
but,  in  this  Court,  the  release  cannot  avail  him-^ 
it  is  no  bcir  to  the  present  claim. 

Inv^itery  and  acaount  wdered. 
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GOLVIN  V.   FRA8ER. 


On  Motion. 

1827. 


John  Farquhar,  late  of  Fonthill  Abbey^  died  Michaelmas 
m  the  6th  of  July,  1826 ;  and,  on  the  15th  of  ^J^^ 
December  following,  letters  <rf  administration  were  ^  ^^j^  ^. 
granted  to  John  Farquhar  Fraser,  his  nephew,  and  oonterttngr  a 
one  of  the  next  of  kin,  on  the  suggestion  that  the  ^byttHxe.' 
deceased  had  died  intestate.    That  administration  ^^oTYde. 
Ittd  since  been  called  in,  upon  a  decree  to  show  «ree  dtiDsr  au 
canse  '^  why  a  probate  of  the  will  and  codicil  of  ested  nnder 
flie  deceased,  or  of  an  authenticated  copy  thereof,  leepmeedu^ 
Older  seal  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  at  ^^^'^ 
Port  William  in  Bengal,  should  not  be  granted 
to  David  Colvin,  one  of  the    executors  therein 
named/' — ^The  will  and  codicil  were  respectively 
dated  on  the  7th  of  March,  1814. 

Pkillimore  and  Lushington,  for  the  next  of  kin, 
now  moved  the  Court  to  direct  decrees,  (by  letters 
of  request,  if  necessary)  to  see  proceedings,  to  be 
isBUed  against  the  several  surviving  executors,  and 
aU  parties  interested  under  the  said  will  and  codicil. 

Dodson,  for  the  executor,  submitted,  that  the 
course  proposed  to  be  pursued  was  novel,  and 
w<ndd  be  attended  with  great  expence  and  delay, 
firom  the  v^  numerous  legatees  whom  it  would 
be  necessary  to  serve  in  Scotland;  and  that  it 
wwdd  lead  to  no  beneficial  result,  inasmuch  as  all 
the  parties  under  the  will  would  be  bound  by  the 
acts  of  the  surviving  executor. 


108 


>•  CASBSDETBRMINSD   IW   THB' 

1M7.  Judgment.  ^ 


■• 


MicHACLMAt  Sir  John  Nicholl. 

4th^  teSon.       T^i^  is  an  application,  at  the  instance  of  a  next 
^ —       of  kin — himself  called  upon  to  see  a  Mrill  and  codi- 

COLVIIf  *■ 

V.         cil  prc^unded — for  a  decree  against  all  perscnis 


Fkaixr. 


■»<• 


interested  under  the  papers,  either  as  l^atees  or 
otherwise,  to  '*  see  proceedings,"  as  it  is  technically 
expressed.  Certainly^  in  the  usual  course  of  prac- 
tice^ such  decrees  issue  only  against  the  ;next  of 
kin  of  a  testator,  and  at  the  promotion  of  the  exe* 
cutor,  or  of  the  person  propounding  a  will.  But 
in  the  case  of  Calder  v.  Calder,  which  occunred 
here  in  1792,  die  party  obtained  a  decree  agaifist 
all  persons  in  general  to  appear,  and  propound 
a  will — ^that  case  arose  upon  a  change  of  cir-^ 
cumstances  in  the  testator^  occasioned  by  his  mar^ 
riage,  and  the  birth  of  a  child.  The  applica- 
tion^ then^  is  not  unprecedented  ;  and  the  pres^it 
case  i§  under  very  special  circumstances.  A  will^? 
which  was  executed  in  the  East  Indies,  so  far  back 
as  the  year  1814,  is  now  attempted  to  be  set  up^ 
and  the  ground  of  opposition  is,  as  I  understand, 
that  it  has  been  revoked.  And  although  it  is  true 
that  the  act  of  the  executor — ^being  the  appointee 
of  the  deceased' — would,  to  a  certain  extent,  bind 
all  persons  interested  under  the  will ; .  yet  scmie; 
party  might,  perhaps,  at  a  future  time,  ailege.  col- 
lusion. It  is^  therefore,  highly  expediait,- in  a 
case  of  this  nature,  to  pursue  the  course  whiob  is 
proposed ;  particularly  as  the  grant  of  the  decaree 
cannot  occasion  any  prejudice  to  the  adverse  party ; 
for  the  inconvenience,  if  any,  will  Ul  upon  the 
next  of  kin  who  make  the  application. 
The  Court  directs  the  decree  to  issue ;  and  re- 
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commeiicls  that^  as  some  of  .the  l^atees  mayhap-       1827. 

pen  to  be  dead^  care  should  be  taken  to  cite  their  Michaelmas 

representatives:  the  decree  should   be  framed  in  ^J^*» 

Aela.^  terms^gainst  aU  pe^ons  in  geneml.  ^"' 

Motion  granted.  **%!"• 

Frasbr. 


BCAROWS  V.   BURROWS. 


Bentlet  Burrows  died  on  the  second  of  April,  loitnictioiis 
18B7y leaving  behind,  him  a  widow,  the  party  in  tointi^the^' 


Hib  cawe^ — a  mother— three  brothers — ^two  sisters  fi^^. 
— and  eififht  nephews  and  nieces,  the  children  of  a  *]<«»  of  ]*« 
deoeaged  brother,  and  sister.  His  property  was  of  yaiid,if  the 
the  Value  of  2860/.  .  '^^^ 

*. '  The- widow  propounded,  as  his  last  will,  an  un^  J^^  ^^  j^ 
eawoted  paper,  in  the  form  of  instructions;  which  uiereiiiioeyi- 
wad' opposed  by  Thomas  Bentley^  one  of  the  bro-  nnhy^atthe 
fiiifrs,  who  prayed  the  Court  to  pronounce  that  the  uiTi^^ 
deceased  was  dead  intestate.  **^  the  com- 

miMKHI  of  1111- 

JLuskington  and  Dodsan^  for  the  widow.  cide,  three 

Addams  and  Sdusbury^  cantrd.  wardi,  wui 

l,,^^^„«,_.  not  inyalidate 

tlUDOMENT.  the  pj^j^  by 

Sir  John   NiCHOLL.  raWng  an  in. 

ference  of  pfe- 

Two  points  have  arisen  in  the  course  of  the  argu-  vion»  derang©- 
ment«  The  first — ^whether  this  unexecuted  paper  ""^  * 
is  safficiently  sustained  by  circumstances  to  be  the 
k»t  intention  of  the  deceased.  The  second — ^whe- 
ther its  validity  is  not  iafiected  by  his  insanity.  In 
reqiect  to  the  first  point,  it  is  a  principle  well 
kiMwn  here^  that  if  unexecuted  instructions  are 
proved  to  embody  the  fixed  and  final  intention, 
which  instructions  the  deceased  was  prevented  re- 
ducing into  a  more  regular  shape  cmly  ^'by  the  act 
of  Ciod/'  or  by  some  unexpected  circumstance,  that 


tio 
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^^*^*      then  they  will  have  the  same  force  as  a  complete^ 
MicHuu4C4f  and  formal  will. 

4th&iw        <^  Friday,  theSOth  of  March,  1S27,  the  deceased^ 
went  to  his  solicitor^  Mr.  Scott  (whom  be  had  b0» 


Bumu^wp 


Buwi^MIP, 


«. fore  employed)r,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  instruc- 
tions— this  evidences  the  animus  testandi,  and  that 
it  originated  with  the  deceased  himself :  he  gave 
those  instructions  fully,  except  as  to  the  names  (tf 
the  executors ;  his  primary  object  was  to  bequeath 
every  thing  to  his  wife  for  her  life-ron  that  point 
lie  manifested  no  hesitation^  but  he  doubted  about 
the  mode  of  dividing  the  remaining  intefesi 
among  his  large  fiunily.  Mr.  Scott,  on  the  <  first 
article  of  the  allegation,  thus  relates  niiat  passedi. 

^^  On  retummg  to  his  offices  about  11  or  19 
o'dock  in  thefcHrenoon  of  Fridi^i  the  30th  of  Mareht 
he  found  the  deceased  waiting  there  to  see  hin< 
that^  after  some  conversation,  the  deceased  said  ii0 
wished  to  know  his^  the  deponent'sy  charge  ffm 
making  a  will.  The  deponait  replied  that  it  dfh 
pended  on  the  trouble  takeo.^  and  that  it  might  be 
very  little  or  it  might  be  much.  The  deceased  then 
observed,  '  Well  then,  we'll  say  no  more  about 
that. — I  wish  to  make  my  wiU/  or  to  that  effect ; 
and  then  proceeded  to  give  him  instixictions/making 
observations  thepeour as  he  proceeded :  diedepf^n^ 
thinks  that  the  deceased  first  remarked,  ^  thiit  he 
had  deferred  making  his  will  for  some  time»  bui 
was  then  detenoined  tado  it/  ^' 

This>  then,'  was  no  hasty '  thought;  but  a  pra^ 
meditatsd  and  decided  purpose. 

^*  That  he  had  sa  maoy^  nephews  and  nieces  thait 
it  puizled  him  bow  to  leave  his  property  eo  as  1o 
satisfy,  all  parties.'^ 

It  does  notnecesssnlyfoUowvi  think,  i]homdilr> 
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that  he  intended  to  leave  something  to  eaeh  of      18^- 
them — that  itself  might  produce  dissatis&ction^  nor  MicHAwutAi 
can  any  inference  be  deduced  firom  it,  that  he    ^jJJ^L^ 
might  not,  intentionally,  omit  his  Inrother  Thomas,        — 
or  the  children  of  his  brother  William ;  for  Algar,         «.  ^* 
.to  the  third  interrogatory,  answers : —  B»«aowi. 

''  The  resp<Hident  never  heard  the  deceased  ex* 
Jnress  any  r^ard  or  affection  for  his  brother  The* 
msB,  or  for  any  of  the  children  of  his  deceased  bro- 
ther William.  She  never  saw  any  of  them  in 
company  with  the  deceased  at  his  bouse,  but  has 
often  seen  his  other  relations  there/^ 
-  Trigg's  evidence,  oa  this  interrogatory,  is  to  the 
same  eflfect. 

^*  The  respondent  never  heard  the  deceased  ex* 
presB)  at  any  time,  any  particular  regard  car  aflfection 
for  any  of  his  brothers  or  sisters,  or  for  any  of 
their  children.  He  never  saw  the  deceased  in 
Iximpany  with  any  of  than,  except  his  brother 
David  and  Th<»nas  Garter,  and  to  them  he  be- 
haved in  a  very  friendly  manner  ;^^ 

Bat,  even  supposing  these  omissions  to  have 
proceeded  from  want  of  recollection — ^that  would 
not  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  render  these 
instructions  a  nullity. 

Soott  proceeds  with  his  account  :— 

^'  The  deponent  proposed,  that  the  deceased 
should  tell  him  what  his  property  was,  and  b^n 
with  the  freehold.  The  deceased  assented ;  but 
observed,  at  the  same  time,  that  his  wife  was  to 
have  all  for  life.  He  then  proceeded  to  take  down 
•the  devise  for  life  of  the  freehold  property  to  the 
deceased's  wife,  and,  on  inquiring  of  the  deceased 
to  whom  the  freehold  was  to  go  at  his  wife's  death, 
the  deceased  mentioned  the  names  (rf*  several  of  his 
brothers  and  msters.^' 
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*  k  « 


1S27.  The  deceased  then,  minutely  and  r^ularly,  .^6^  i 

MicHABLMAf  scribed  the  particulars^ .  and  wh^t  disposition  hc^ 

jih^nwinB     ^^®^^  *^  ll^  made  of  the  leasehold  property,  theu 
—       of  the  funded,  and  then  of  the  residue. 
p,    *        At  length  the  instructions  were  concluded ;  they. 

BuRsowi.  yf^^e  read  over,  and  approved  by  the  deceased^, 
who  directed  that  a  draft  should  be  prepared:  no 
doubti  therefore,  can  exist  th^t  they  w^e  final,  as 
far  as  respected  the  disposition  of  )iis  property,  and 
that  they  only  wanted  the  names  of  the  executors 
to  render  them  complete.  The  same  day,  Triggs, 
an  intimate  friend,  called  upon  and  s^  with  him 
the  whole  evening,  and  in  the  course  of  conversation 
the  deceased  observed  to  him  : 

*^  He  had  be^n  giving  instructions,  that  day,  to 
Mr.  Scott,  his  solicitor,  about  his  will,  and  asked  the 
favor  of  deponent  to.  be  his  executor ;  he  told  him  he 
would.  The  next  morning  he  received  a  messagie 
from  the  deceased,  that  he  wished  to  see  him 
again,  who  then  described  to  him  the  instructions 
he  had  given  to  Mr.  Scott,  and  requested  the  de^ 
ponent  to  look  over  the .  deeds  relating  to  his  pro- 
perty, which  he  produced  from  an  iron  chest;  and 
deponent  looked  them  ^  over,  and  found  them  cor- 
rect." 

This  witness  does  not. suggest,  that  any  change 
of  intention  was  expressed,  on  the  part  of  the 
<teceased,  during  this  interview;  he  only  se^otis 
to  have;  doubted  whether  his .  property  was  cor- 
rectly described,  and,  being  convinced  of  that  £ict, 
he  was  satisfied. 

The  draft  was  directed  to  be  ready  on  Monday, 
the  2d  of  April.  About  four. o'clock  in  the  mom^ 
ing  of  that  day,  that  is  l>efore  the  time  appointed 
for  the  deceased  again  to  go  to  his  solicitor,  Jl^ 
died;  and  thereby  was  prevented . from  carrying 
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hfi  intentions  into  effect.   These  facts^  then,  are  suf-       1827. 
icient  to  render  the  instructions  valid,  and  entitle  Michaelmas 
them  to  be  considered  as  his  will.    After  they  had     ^^^»», 
been  read  over,  and  approved,  and  the  draft  ordered,       — .  i 
there  is  no  reason  to  presume  a  change  of  intention     ®"*^®^« 
— the  act  was  in  progress,  the  formal  execution    B^aaows. 
alone  prevented.    As  an  unexecuted  paper,  there- 
fore, it  is  sufficiently  supported,  unless  its  validity 
IB  affected  by  extrinsic  circumstances. 

This  leads  me  to  the  second  point — ^whether  its 
validity  is  affected  by  insanity  on  the  part  of  the 
deceased — ^that  is,  whether  he  was  incompetent  to 
do  a  testamentary  act,  as  it  is  admitted  that  he 
died  by  his  own  hand.  Now  sanity  must  be  pre- 
sumed till  the  contrary  is  shown.  Before  actual 
derangement  takes  place^  its  approach  is  ge- 
nerally notified  by  agitation,  and  nervous  excite- 
ment. Algar,  a  young  girl^  to  whom  I  have 
already  referred,  gives  the  following  evidence: — 

'*  Deponent  thought  the  deceased  not  quite  so 
well  in  his  mind  shortly  before  Mr.  Triggs  came 
on  the  Saturday  morning,  but  he  appeared  to  have 
recovered  again  by  the  time  Mr.  Triggs  had  ar- 
rived»      About   eight  oVlock  that  morning  the 
deceased  was  walking  about  the  room  apparently 
agitated,  and  talking  wildly ;  but  he  came  down 
stairs  shortly  afterwards  to  breakfast,   and  then 
appeared  more  composed.     He  was  silent  at  the 
latter  time.      Except,  as  just  deposed,  the  de- 
ceased, at  both  the  times  of  Mr.  Triggs  calling 
upon  him,  well  knetv  and  understood  what  he  said 
and  did,  and  what  was  said  to  him.'' 

It  would  be  going  too  far  to  say,  that  this  is 
proof  of  actual  derangement — even  for  the  short 
time  that  this  agitation  continued — and  this   too, 

VOL.  I.  I 
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was  subsequent  to  the  giving  of  the 
On  Friday,  and  Saturday,  he  conversed  with  hi* 
friend  Triggs :  he  repeated,  as  I  have  before  said^ 
the  instructions ;  he  asked  him  to  be  his  executor ; 
and  Triggs  saw  qo  appearance  of  insanity,  for  lie 
thus  deposes  to  the  thjird  article : — 

^^  Deponent  went  to  the  deceased  ajbout  sine 
o'clock  on  Saturday  morning,  the  31st  of  MardH 
and  remained  with  him,  on  that  occasion,  about 
an  hour  and  a  half  or  two  hours:  that  upon  both 
occasions  of  his  seeing  and  conversing  with  the 
deceased^  he^  the  deceased,  was  of  sound  mind, 
memory,  and  undierstanding.  He  conversed  quite 
rationally  and  sensibly,  as  much  so  as  he  ever  did 
in  his  life,  and  perfectly. knew  and  understood  whsfe 
he  said  and  did,,  and  what  was,  said^  to  him.  Hfe 
was  aa  collected  a^  .ever  the  depmi^t  saw  him  in. 
all  his  life/' 

Mr.  Scott^  the  solicitor,  speaks  to  the  deceased's 
capacity^  at  the  time  of  taking  these  instructioDS, 
in  his  deposition  on  the  second  article: —  ''^ 

'^  The  deponent  considers  the  deceased  to  have 
been  of  sound  mind^  m^nory^  and  miderstandingt 
during  the  transaction.  There  was  nothing  in  his 
manner  or  deportment  which  led  the  deponent  td 
doubt  his  competency  to  give  the  instructions  for. 
his  will,  which  he  did  give.  His  manner  was  ra- 
ther hurried^  and  somewhat  agpitated;  or,  rather,: 
what  is  more  generally  termed,  flurried,  which  the 
deponent  attributed  to  the  occasion,  and  to  hi& 
being,  what  is  termed^  a  nervous  man.  Sometimes^* 
when  about  to  answer  the  deponent's  inquiries^ 'he 
appeared  a  little  embarrassed.  There  was^  how- 
ever, nothing  irrational  in  his  conversation  or  de- 
portment; but  he  discoursed  rationally  and  sen- 
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iibfy,  and  appeared  to  the  deponent  well  to  know 
Add  understand  what  he  said  and  did,  and  what 
ittts  fiaid  to  him.  The  deponent  considers  him  to 
have  been  fully  capable  of  giving  instructions  for, 
iMd of  making  and  executing,  his  will.'' 

On  the  evidence^  then,  to  which  I  have  referred, 
tfoid'with  no  attempt  to  show  any  thing  to  the  con- 
tfary^  it  is  impossible  to  hold  that  this  act  should 
hti  invalidated  on  account  of  insanity;  and  I^ 
therefore;  pronounce  for  these  instructions  as  con- 
iKitiiDg  the  will  of  the  deceased . 
•  Ab  application  for  costs,  out  of  the  estate,  was 
IMt  objecfed  fo^  and  was  granted. 


1827. 
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4UiSeMioii. 

BURKOWS 

«.    . 
Burrows. 


HUBLB   V.    CLAftK/ FORMERLY   HORVER. 


-  The  iMnre  of  the  case  set  up,  in  this  suit,  is  suf- 
fidently  explained  in  the  following  affidavit  of 
Mts.  Clark — ^the  party  in  the  cause : — 

•*  That  she  was  a  niece  of  the  deceased,  and  re- 
^ed  in  her  house^  and  attended  upon  her ;  that  a 
fi^  dayd  after  her  death,  but  previous  to  her  fune- 
ral^ Htfble,  the  deceased's  son,  came  to  the  house, 
aiid  went  into  her  bed-room,  where  he  remained  a 
Conriderable  time;  that,  on  coming  out  of  the 
rbom^  h6  informed  the  appearer  that  the  deceased 
told  him,  "^that  she  had  placed  in  a  drawer  or 
:  in  lier  bed-room  a  paper  or  papers  containing 
b^uests  or  legacies  of  certain  articles  to  her,  the 
appesurer,  and  another  niece,  to  a  nephew,  and  also 
fo  a  sister  of  the  deceased ;  that  he  had  searched  in 
thife  room,  and  could  not  find  either  the  paper,  or 
sMie  ifioney,  of  which  his  mibther  had  itlformed' 

I  3 


When  a  testa- 
mentary paper 
is  asserted  to 
have  existed 
since  the  death 
of  the  alleg^ 
testatrix,  and 
to  have  heen 
subsequently 
destroyed; 
these  allege 
tions  must  be 
proved  by  the 
clearest  and 
most  stringent 
evidence. 
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1887,      him.^    That  she,  being  much  surprised  at  tMi^ 
MioHABLKAB  communication,  and  anxious  to  find  the  paper» 
'2SS,      immediately  after  Huble  had  left  the  house,  wjy 


4th 


—       quested  Mrs.  Prior,  who  also  resided  in  the  housed 
V.         to  make  a  further  search  in  the  same  room;  asd 


Cuaat, 


that  they  found  in  a  box  (where  the  deceased  kept 
her  dresses)  under  the  bed,  a  paper  in  hisr  c^^rpt 
hand-writings  in  which  she  gave  to  her  sister^  E|i-» 
zabeth  White,  100/. ;  to  her,  the  appearer^  aqd 
Maria  Brown,  another  niece,  60/.  each;  and  txk 
her  nephew^  Samuel  Homer,  401. ;  that  the  papec 
was  wrapped  up  together  with  four  separate  rolls 
of  notes,  of  10/.  each  respectively,  correq>ondiag 
to  the  bequests,  and  amounting  in  all  to  260/. ; 
that  she,  the  appearer,  replaced  the  whole  in 
the  box  in  the  same  state  in  which  she  had  found 
them.  Th^t,  in  a  day  or  two,  Huble  again  made 
a  further  search  in  the  bed-room,  after  which 
she  asked  him  '  if  he  had  found  what  he  was  look- 
ing for'—rwhen  he  replied — *"  not  exactly, '  but  1 
dare  say  it  will  be  all  right  ;*  and  shortly  afl)pr^ 
wards  he  went  away,  apparently  satisfied.  That 
after  the  funeral,  Huble^  the  appearer,  and  othenn 
of  the  relations  of  the  deceased,  met  together,  a&d 
Huble  then  informed  them  of  his  having  found  tbQ 
testamentary  paper  with  the  several  bequests,  bjrt 
stated  the  amounts  respectively  to  be  considerably 
under  what  she  well  knew  to  be  the  actual  sums, 
in  consequence  whereof  she  immediately  disclosed, 
that,  together  with  Mrs.  Prior,  she  had  previously 
found  and  perused  the  paper,  and  examined  the 
bank-notes,  as  before  set  forth,  and  then  enumqr*- 
ated  the  bequests,  in  contradiction  to  Huble'q 
statement ;  that  Fawcett,  his  solicitor,  was  present, 

and  admitted  Huble  was  in  possession  of  the  tea** 
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HUBLB 

V, 
CUUUL. 


tamentary  paper,  and^  taking  a  card  from  his      1^27. 
pockety  read  therefrom  the  several  bequests,  agree-  michaelmai 
aWy  to  the  statement  made  by  Huble,  whereupon    4^^S[5on 
die  demanded  of  Fawqett  the  production  of  the 
paper,  who  replied,  that  he  had  left  the  same  at 
boaie^  but  that  it  should  be  produced ;  that  she 
has  never  ance  seen  it ;   but  believes  it  now  re- 
niaiiis  in  the  hands^  custody,  possession^  power^  or 
dontrol  of  Huble  or  of  Fawcett/^ 

Tbis  affidavit  was  sworn  on  the  23d  of  Novem- 
ber, 1826;  and,  on  the  same  day,  (being  the  3d 
seasion  of  Michaelmas  Term  J  it  was  brought  into 
the  registry,  and  the  Court,  on  the  application  of  a 
proctor^  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Clark,  decreed  a  moni- 
tioii  against  Huble,  and  Fawcett^  to  bring  in  the 
paper;  who,  in  their  respective  affidavits,  made 
oath  ^'  that  no  paper,  or  testamentary  disposition  of 
thc^  party  deces^ed,  had,  at  any  time  whatever, 
ocmie  to  the  possession,  or  knowledge,  of  either  of 
them''  (a). 

LiushingUm — ^for  Mrs.  Clark. 

Dodson — contra . 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 
.  This  is  a  case  of  no  very  common  occurrence. 
A  testamentary  schedule  has  been  propounded — 
which  has  not  been  produced,  but  is  allied  to 
have  been  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  deceased's 


(a)  In  the  case  of  Colvin  v.  Fraser,  on  an  objection  to  an 
affidairit  of  Harry  Phillips,  **  that  no  testamentary  paper  of  the 
deoBaaed  (Mr.  Farquhar)  had,  at  any  time,  come  to  his  hands  or 
possession,  or  now  is  nnder  his  power  or  control  ;*' — 

Hie  Court  pronounced  the  affidavit  insufficient,  as  it  did  not 
proceed  to  state— that  no  such  paper  had  come  **  to  his  know* 


M.  T. 
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«  ■        •  •  ... 

183^-'      death.    It  ha3  been  propounded  on  behs^f^  Wvl^K 

MicHAELMiks  contained  in  the  affidavit^  oiF  Mrs.  ClarjL— a  hgatefi 

..?S^'      under  it,  and  a  niece  of  Sarah  Hubler-the  party 

—       deceased;   whose  spn  and  only  child-r-Wil|im|i 

"tT*       Huble — ^has  opposed  it    She  died  on  the  22d  oC 

^^''^^-      September,   1835;  but  no  steps  were  taken  i(i 
institute  this  suit  till  Michaehn^s  Term,  l^^f  - 

The  first  article  of  Mrs.  Clark's  allegation  thi^ 
states  the  history  of  the  deceased.  That  qhe  ^9^ 
a  widow,  leaving  an  only  child — who  woi^ld  sdkely 
have  been  entitled  to  her  estate,  if  she  bad  d«^ 
intestate.' 

The  secpiii)  article  thu9  pro^^e^^ls  — :''  that  ^ 
rah  Huble,  having  an  intention  to  bequ^th  ceir-^ 
tain  l^acies  to  her  sistw,  Elizabeth  White,  to  b<s^ 
two  nieces,  Elizabeth  Hc»rner  and  Mari^  Brow^, 
and  to  her  nephew,  Samuel  Homgr,  wrqte  ofki  % 
slip  of  paper,  '  Sister  White  IQQ/.,  Elizabe^ 
Horner  60/.,  Maria  Brown  ^/.,  Sam^i^  floKnef^ 
40// — and  she  wrapped  the  same  in  paper  \fi|i||| 
four  rolls  of  Bank  of  England  notes^  of  tfie  Tsdue 
of  ten  pounds  each  respectively,  ;Correspondii:^, 
in  their  amounts^  to  the  four  l^acies,  and  making, 
in  the  whole,  the  sum  of  260/. ;  and  deposited  tfaem, 
so  wrapped  up,  in  a  box  (under  her  bed),  in  wluch 
she  kept  her  dresses.^' 

.  If  this  allegation  be  proved,  such  a  papery 
acpompanied  by  the  bank-notes,  would  be  of  tes^ 
tamentary  validity.  But  it  would  require  the 
most  stringent  evidence  to  establish  a  paper  Fhi^b 
is  not  forthcomings  which  is  not  supposed  to  baTje 
been  lost^  nor  suggested  to  have  been  destroyed  by. 
accident,  but  of  which  Mrs.  Clark  directly  charges 
a  fraudulent  suppression  by  the  son.  Unfortunately, 
on  one  side  or  on  ttie  other^  there  must  have  been 
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fiaiid  and  fiilsehood;  bnt  at  all  events^  when  a      l^^* 
party  imputes  such  iniquitous  conduct,  he  must  be  AicHAELMAi 
prepared  to  support  his  case  by  clear  and  iiidis-    4t^^;„- 
j^titable  eridence.      Three  witnesses  have  been       — 
examined  on  either  plea,  and  the  answers  of  both        «. 
parties  have  been  taken^  but  have  not  been  read.      ^^-^^ 
It  18  idost  material,  however,  to  inquire  what  has 
tetti  asserted — what  admitted — ^what  denied-^-and 
what  proved. 

The  third  article  of  Mrs.  Clarices  plea  goes  on 
to  allege—"  That  Elizabeth  Horner  lived  in  the 
same  house  with  the  deceased^  and  attended  upon 
her,  far  some  time^  previous  to  her  death ;  that  after 
the  deceased's  deaths  but  prior  to '  her  funeral^ 
Huble  went  into  the  deceased's  bed-room^  where 
he  remained  a  considerable  time ;  and^  on  coming 
out,  idformed  Elizabeth  Homer  that  the  deceased 
had  stated  to  him  that  she  had  placed  in  a  drawer, 
or  box^  in  the  bed-room  papeiB  containing  certain 
l^acies  for  her  and  for  another  niece  and  nephew^ 
and  also  for  a  sister  of  the  deceased ;  but  that  he 
had  searched  in  the  room^  and  could  not  find  either 
the  paper,  or  the  money^  which  his  mother  had  in- 
formed him  of,  and  he  then  left  the  house.'' 

Of  this  most  important  declaration  of  Huble 
there  is  no  proof  whatever :  only  one  witness  has 
been  examined  to  the  article,  Mrs.  Prior,  the  mis- 
tress of  the  house  where  the  deceiEised  lodged  ;  and 
Ae  thus  concludes  her  deposition  on  this  article — 

"  That  she  knows  not  what  conversation  took 
place  between  Huble  and  his  cousin^  the  said 
Elizafbeth  Clark." 

She,  therefore,  does  not  prove  the  declaration. 
The  answers  have  not  been  read ;  the  Court,  then, 
presume^  that  they  deny  it ;  and  Huble's  alle^ 
gation  positively  ^contradicts  the  fact. 
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^^*  The  fourth  and  fifth  articles  plead  the  finding; 

MicHAELMAi  ^nd  hand-writing.    The  fourth  is  to  this  eflfect*— 
4tfa^sSon.    ''  That  Horner,  being  much  surprised  at  Iluble'a 
— '       communication  to  her,  proceeded  with  Mrs.  Prior, 
V.         who  resided  in  the  house,  to  the  deceased's  bed- 
^'^**      room ;  that  after  searching  some  time,  they  found 
the  testamentary  paper,  with  the  bank  notes  (as 
described  in  the  second  article] ;  that  they  perused, 
the  paper,  and  counted  the  notes,  and  replaced 
them  in  the  box  in  the  same  state  in  which  they 
were  found,"  , 

Now  this  is  a  very  material  part  of  the  case ; 
and,  on  these  articles,  again,  Mrs.  Prior  is  the 
only  witness.  She  is  far  advanced  in  life,  being 
seventy-six  years  of  age ;  her  eye-sight  is  bad ; 
on  looking  at  the  signature  to  her  deposition  it 
appears  as  if  she  could  hardly  see  to  write  her 
own  name,  for  it  is  scarcely  legible.  She  admits, 
in  answer  to  the  eighth  interrogatory,  that  there 
had  been  some  differences  between  her  and  Huble 
about  the  rent,  and  some  articles  of  furniture; 
that  though  she  was  not  angry  \iith  him,  there 
had  certainly  been  some  differences  of  opinion— 
not  amounting  to  a  quarrel.  She  deposes,  very 
minutely  and  circumstantially — though  the  parti- 
culars, to  which  she  speaks,  had  passed  a  year  and 
a  half  before  her  examination .  She  had  also  made 
a  voluntarj'  affidavit  in  this  cause — perhaps^  under 
circumstances,  rendering  this  not  an  improper 
step  (a),  yet  it  might  have  left  some  impressions 
on  her  mind  which  it  would  be  difficult  for  her 
to  shake  off.  However,  in  my  view  of  the  case^ 
there  is  no  al)solute  necessity  to  impute  to  her  any 

(a)  The  affidavit — sworn  before  a  Surrogate  of  this  Court- 
was  takeuy  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  on  account  of  the  ag«, 
and  extreme  bodily  infirmity  of  Mrs.  Prior. 
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fidflehood  ;  because,  supposing  all  that  she  says  to      1^^- 
be  true^  it  furnishes  no  proof  that  the  paper  is  miohablmu 
genuine ;  nor  does  she  connect  it  fully  witii  the    4^!^;^ 
deceased.  — 

The  parties  in  the  cause^  the  sister  and  nieces^  «. 

were  in  undisturbed  possession  of  the  deceased's  ^■'^■*' 
apartments/  keys^  and  repositories,  for  some  days 
before  the  son's  return,  on  the  Saturday  evening, 
from  York.  It  appears  that,  on  his  arrival,  he 
made  a  search  in  his  mother's  drawers^  and  not 
finding  what  lie  expected^  he  was  either  disap- 
jxiinted  or  dissatisfied.  Fawcett,  Huble's  solici- 
tor, thus  answers  to  the  sixth  interrogatory:—^ 
'^  That  HuUe  informed  respondent  of  his  having 
searched  in  a  drawer  of  the  bureau  in  the  deceased's 
bed-chamber^  where  she  usually  kept  her  money, 
and  of  his  having  found  alxmt  fifteen  pounds 
therein,  and  he  expressed  great  dissatisfaction  at 
onlj  finding  such  sum,  as  he  said  that,  upon  leav- 
ing town,  four  or  five  days  before  his  mother's 
death,  he  had  asked  her  to  lend  him  five  pounds^ 
and  that  she  had  sent  him  for  her  bag  to  the 
bureau,  and  he  had  there  seen  a  roll  of  ten 
pounds  and  five  pounds^  bank  notes,  which  he 
thought,  firom  their  appearance,  exceeded  100/.  in 
value : — that,  on  a  fiirther  search^  he  had  found  a 
fiirtfaer  sum  of  money  in  a  box  under  her  bed^  of 
the  amount^  to  the  best  of  respondent's  recollec- 
tion, of  200/.  or  thereabouts." 

It  is  not  impossible  that  the  money  might  have 
been  previously  subducted  by  those  who  had  the 
keys ;  and,  on  the  expression  of  this  dissatisfaction, 
have  been  restored  to  the  box  with  some  scraps  of 
paper,  which  were  both  written  and  placed  there 
by  other  hands  than  the  deceased's,  and  for  tiiis 


1SS  eAiW  DrnsHBitiifiii  IK  tM 
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^Mt,  there  wm  abundant  <^iportniiity.  What  iraii  iid 
nicHAsuiM  MUTse  'Cf  events  h  No  scMinef  was  the  son^  btdb 
■.^^.  turned,  than  the  parties  called  up  Mn.  Prior  to  :be 
present  at  the  search ;  and  the  object  o£  their  m^ 
quiry.was  diBtiovereA  under  the  bed  in  a  boK^  in 
wbidi  were  the  ^deceased's  best  clothes^  and  sonEie 
of  her  nieces'  clothes  also.  And  to  the.  hand^writ* 
ing,  this  old  woman,  of  low  education,  who  had 
never  seen  the  deceased  write^  who  can  scarodj 
write  legibly  herself^  and  who  never  had  the  p^sper 
in  her  own  hand^  is  the  .only  witness.  She  grounds 
her  opinicNa  on  the  similarity  of  the  hand->writing  of 
this  paper  to  .tiie  vrashing  bills  ¥rritten  by  the  de*- 
ceased,  which  she  had  seen;  and  she  also  assigns* 
soiother  reaaoa^^tfaat  the  snm  mentioned  in  the 
paper^  correspcmded .  with  the  amount  of  the 
raicmey  found  in  bank  notes ;  but  this  bitter  ccm- 
cidence  would  have  equally  appeared,  if  the  paper, 
had  been  supposititious. 

.  If  the  case  rested  here,  and  there  bad  been  no* 
tbing  finrther  to  verify i  the  existence,  and  the  aii*i 
thentidty  of  this  alleged  instrument,  I  should  have: 
,    felt  it  my  duty  to  have  pronounced  that  there  was 
a  failure  in  proof.    Upon  such  evidence  alone  of 
band-writing,  and  finding,  the  Court  could  BOt^^ 
with  any  safety ^  conclude  that  a  document  of  this  * 
nature^  and  proceeding  from   the  deceased,  bad 
ever  existed  since  her  death.     But  still  it  may  be 
supported  by  other  evidence  ;  and,  if.  it  could  be 
shown,  as  alleged^  that  either  die  son,  or  his  ito- 
licitor,    had  distinctly  adtnitted    that  there  had 
been  such  a  paper^  or  any  paper  in  tbe  hand- 
writing of  the  deceased,  the  whole  character  of 
the  case  would  be  changed.     For  then,  a  paper 
being  admitted  to  have  existed,  .and  bf^jfAg  traced 
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but  sappresfied*  it,  under  a  pretence  that  it  ivaa  i^mn^,,^^^ 
lost,  QT  mislaid,  the  Court  would  presume  every    4|j£5iii# 
Aing  against  him  as  to  the  contents.    It  would       — 
listen  to  no  suggestion  of  a  smaller  sum,  but        «. 
would  adhere  to  tbe  highest  amount,  as  spoken  to      ^^^■'^^^ 
in  the  deposition  of  Mrs.  Prior. 
'  But  how  does  the  evidence  stand  ?    It  is  al-« 
^i|ged,  in  tiie  »xth  article-^ 
' '  ^'  That  in  a  day  or  two  after  the  search  made  by. 
Hublc  in  the  deceased's  bed-room  (but  before  the 
funefal),  he  made,  or  pretended  to  make^  a  further 
search  for  the  paper  and  money  which  she  ha4  ui-^ 
ibrmed  him  of ;  that^  on  his  coming  front  die  rootn^ 
Homer  asked  him^  whether  he  had  found  what 
he  was  lookipg  for^  to  which  he  replied^   ^  not 
exactly,  but  I  dare  say  it  will  be  all  right  ;*  and 
be  shortly  afterwards  went  away^  apparently  sa^ 
tisfied.    It  then  expressly  pleads,  ^  that  at  ^uch 
tjime  Huble  found  the  said  testamentary  paper 
with  the  bank  notes^  took  possession  of  the  whole^ 
and  carried  them  away.  ^ 

Firsts  ttere  is  not  one  single  witness  examined 
on  this  article  ;  and  secondly,  as  the  answers  have 
not  been  read,  I  presume  they  deny  it.  The 
9tory  itself  ill  not  very  consistent  with  proba- 
bihty :  w  the  son  had  been  befoie  disappointed^ 
when  he  returned,  why  did  they  not  announce 
that  the  money  and  paper  ^ere  discovered  ?  If  even 
the  J  had  felt  conscious  c^  some  indelicaey  in  ex- 
amining the  deceased's  box  during  his  abseoee, 
tfie  successful  issue  of  thdr  s^rch  would  have 
been^  in  some  degree,  their  justification.  Finding; 
4us  considerable  sum^  and  a  paper  pointing  out 
how  it  was  to  be  disposed  of,  they  w9euld  surdy. 
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1827.      have  cilmnuDicated  it  to  Huble.    If  the  whoto 


MioHAELMAfl  of  tliis  story  had  been  true,  that^  without  doubt, 

tth'ffrSn     would  have  been  the  most  natural  course,  and  thus 

—       all  the  difficulty  would  have  been  removed,  and 

V.        their  legacies  secure.     But  they  do  nothing  of  dae 

clabk.     j^*^j  .  ^j^^y  suffer  Huble  to  make  another  search 

by  himself— he  does  not  tell  them  the  result,  and 
they  allow  him  to  go  away  without  any  acknow- 
ledgment of  having  themselves  found  the  money)|| 
or  the  paper;  and  without  requiring^  or  giviiig/l 
any  explanation.  This,  surely,  is  quite  unac* 
countable^  and  adds  to  the  incredibility  of  the 
story. 

'  The  other  circumstances  make  the  case  still 
more  suspicious.  It  is  pleaded  in  the  seventh 
article : — '  ^^  that  immediately  after  the  funeral, 
Huble,  Horner,  and  other  relations,  and  Fawcett, 
the  solicitor,  met  at  the  deceased^s  house;  that 
Huble  then  distinctly  communicated  to  them  the 
fact  of  his  having  found  the  testamentary  paper 
containing  the  several  bequests,  but  which  he,  at 
tlie  same  time,  stated  to  be — to  Elizabeth  White 
SOI.,  to  Elizabeth  Homer  and  Maria  Brown  40/. 
each^  and  to  Samuel  Homer  20/. ;  whereupon 
Elizabeth  Homer  immediately  disclosed  to  Huble 
the  fact  of  her  having,  together  with  Mrs.  Prior,' 
searched  for,  and  found  and  perused,  the  said 
paper^  and  examined  the  bank  notes  wrapped  up 
therewith,  and  stated  the  actual  amount  of  the 
several  bequests^  in  contradiction  to  Huble ;  that 
Fawcett  then  distinctly  admitted  that  the  papa: 
was  in  his  possession,  and  taking  a  card  from  his 
pocket,  read  therefrom  the  said  several  bequests^ 
corresponding,  in  amount,  to  those  mentioned  by 
Huble ;  that  Elizal)eth  Homer  then  demanded  the 
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paper  of  Fawcett,  who  replied^  that  he  had  left      1S27« 
the  same  at  home^  but  that  it  should  be  pro«  MioHAu.MAi. 
diiced  **  T*mMi 

Upon  this  article^  s^gaiD,  there  is  not  a  tittle  of       — 
proof — not  a  single  witness  has  been  adduced  to  «. 

speak  to  it — the  answers  have  not  been  read.  But  ^^**^^*** 
th^e  is  not  only  an  absence  of  proof  respecting^ 
these  admissions^  but  they  are  absolutely  dis* 
proved.  Fawcett  and  two  other  persons,  Phit* 
lips  a  relation,  and  Rudland^  who  were  present' 
at  the  funeral,  and  remained  to  dinner,  n^ative 
die  article.  The  two  latter  deny  that  any  such 
conveisation  passed  in  their  hearing ;  and  Fawcett^ 
who  is  vouched  as  distinctly  admitting  the  ex- 
istadce  of  the  paper,  does  distinctly,  upon  oath,* 
4eny,  not  only  the  admission,  but  the  fact,  that 
any  such  paper  was  ever  produced  to  him ;  or  that 
HuUe  ever  acknowledged  to  him  its  existence.^ 
Mrs,  Prior's  answer  to  the  eighth  interrogatory 
also  proves,  that  Mrs.  Clark  complained^  as  soon 
as  the  funeral  was  over,  that  Huble  had  declared 
that  there  was  not  a  scrap  of  paper  left  by  his 
mother.  This  shows,  from  the  mouth  of  an  ad« 
verse  witness,  that,  whenever  the  assertion  was 
made,  there  was  also  a  most  clear  and  positive 
disavowal  on  his  part.  So  stands  the  evidence  in 
req»ect  of  what  is  pleaded  to  have  passed  afler  the 
funeral. 

The  eighth  article  goes  on  to  plead  further  ad- 
missions of  Fawcett,  on  several  subsequent  oc- 
casions, as  to  the  existence  of  the  paper^  and  that 
it  had  been  in  his  possession ;  and  that,  on  one 
occasion^  he  read  from  a  memorandum,  the 
amount  of  the  legacies^  but  making  the  amounts, 
req^tively,  considerably  less  than  those  actually 
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^90:  bequeathed  by  thCc  decestteA  i  that  he  said  he  irM 
mumImjiav  siutborifited  by  Huble  to  offer  payment  of  &M&B 
tiii^wjfpj  ®^'"^''  respectively  to  the  legatees,  which  ibef  tb- 
fteed ;  and  it  beiiftg  staited,  that  they  lipoid  not 
ht  satisfied  with  fess  than  the  foil  aAoutIt  of  tfiei 
bequests  intended  for  thetei,  Faweett  remait^v 
^  then  there  is  one- hnndr^d  pounds' at  isstie;'^MM^ 
expressed,  himsetf  to  thait  efl^t.  To-  tfaete;  fwd 
witntssfes  ape  produced^  Stead  and  Blacky  Whci,' 
imfNressed  by  their  friends,  the  two  nieces^  with  tM 
idi»i  that  the  paper  gave  higher  suids^  calted  on  Fai^ 
oetl  in  Older  to  remonstrate  against  the  smalls  V 
but  neithei  witness  ventui^  to  assert  that  PaUP 
cetl  distinctly  admitted  that  tiiere  was  any  pap^; 
-r^it  is  highly  improbable  that  he  should  hiafe 
made  such  an  acknowledgment,  and  they  migkll 
eairiiy  ha^e  midappiwhended  the  extenfr  ^f  whrift 
he  said.  He  swtecs^  positively,  that  no  sitci# 
paper  wa»  ever  iiefe*red  tO;  but  he  admits  (hat 
tlie  deceased  had  Idt  her  son  instrUditions  1b^ 
give  these  persons  something;  but  trtisted  the* 
amount  to  his  discitetion ;  and  that  the  son  vnrOtb 
their  named'  downi  with  blanks  for  the  siimi^ ; 
and^  aflterwards^  on  consultation  with  the  wit^ 
ness^  as  to  what  would  be  neasonaibte,  he  agreed 
to  give  the  sister  80/«,  and  Utk^  nephews  and  two 
nieces  20/«  each;  that  the  witness  copied  theaie 
sums  on  a  card — and  that  is  the  only  papef,  aHA 
the  only  stims^  which  ever  existed. 

The  whole  evidence  beyond  the  hand^writitigi 
and  findings  beans'  strongly  agairigst  the  papeir: 
not  only  is  it  not  prov^,  but  the  chaise  of  slip 
pression,  and  the  alleged  admissions^  are,  to  a 
great  extent^  disproved^  and  are  most  soledmly 
denied.^   I  am  bound,  therefore,  to  proiiounce  tlfitt 
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]!if  rs.  ClKrk  has  failed  in  proof  of  the  testamentiury       ?^^* 
scbedule.  michablma* 

The  question  of  costs  still  remains  behind —    tth'"m 
perhaps^  where  a  party  undertakes  to  propound       - — 
such  a  paper  and  fails,  and^  still  more,  when  she.      ^v. 
charges  firaudulent  suppression^  on  the  part  of  a 
nmki  it  would  usually  be  a  case  for  costs.    I  shall,, 
however,  abstain  from  giving  them  in  the  present 
iwlBnce-*KH>nsidering  Hie  near  connexion  of  die 
parties ;  and  that  the  deceased  certainly  intended 
to  give  these  relations  something,  though  she  lefk 
the  amount  to  her  son's-  discretion .    He^  probably^ 
by  witkolding  his  purposed  bounty^  has  the  power 
in  bi$  own  hands  of  protecting  himself  againsi  the! 
epLp^nc^  of  this  suit ;  but  I  am  by  no  means  cooh- 
vinced  that  strict  justice  would  not  reqifire  Ibat: 
llfrsv  Clark  should  be  condemned  in  costs; 

Administration  dtereed  to  the  son. 


BfEEK   AND    DONALD   V.   CURTIS. 


On  Motion. 


By-Day. 


CtaARLES  Curtis  died  on  the  7th  of  October,  ^„e^t^^,^in 
1827.     His  will .  duly  executed,  was  opposed  by  decUuri^  « he 

'J  '  *^*  "^    proceedi  no 

Jbhn  Curtis — the  deceased's  brother — ^and  next  of  further"  in 
kin,  who,  on  the  fourth  session  of  this  term,  de-  ^i^th? * 
dai^  that  he  would  proceed  no  further.    The  ^^^^ 
preMfrt  application  was  to  condemn  him  in  the  ^^^2J\^ 
costs  incurred  by  his  opposition,  on  the  rounds  cawe Hit 

1      -A^j  •       1       i»  «  •   *        ^    -i        11        \.-  ©IflodW  "that 

pleadea  iii  the  fourth  article  of  the  allegation  pro-  heatt<»ipted 
pounding  the  will:— viz.  ''  that  John  Ctlrtis,  in  S.SS'X 

AMt  :**  MMTianowaflldBTiti In  p^bof  oF  theattempt. 
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1M7,      order  to  invalidate  the  last  will  of  the  deceasedjl 

Michaelmas  Wr^d  or  employed to  prevail  upon  orin-' 

B^*B?'      ^"^ —  (whose  name  is  subscribed  as  a  witness 

— -       to  the  said  will)  to  swear  and  depose  in  this  cause' 
1         contrary  to  the  truth  and  fact ;  that  he  offi^ed  him 
^"^*     1001.  if  he  would  swear  the  deceased  was  of  un- 
cuRTiB.      sound  mind  at  the  time  of  executing  his  vnll ;  and 
that  he^  subsequently,  renewed  his  endeavours; 
and  that  finding  his  efibrts  to  suborn  him  inefiec- 
tua],  he — the  said  John  Curtis — did,  on  the  12th 
of  November,  attend  at  the  house  of  the  said  wiU 
ness, — when  he  recognized  and  repeated  ^uch  pro-' 
mises;  and  offered  to  the  witness^  as  a  further- 
inducement^  a  sum  of  150/.^  in  addition  to  the  lOOL 
already  proposed^  if  he  would  swear  in  manner* 
hereinbefore  pleaded/* 

Lushmgtan^  in  support  of  the  motion,  prayed^ 
costs  against  the  next  of  kin . 

Dodsofty  contri^  that  he  might  be  dismissed — 
each  party  paying  his  own  costs : — the  charge  im« 
puted  in  the  allegation  is  not  proved. 
Per  Curiam. 
How  can  the  Court  assume  the  guilt  of  this 
person  ?    The  charge-— as  far  as  this  Court  is,  at 
present,   cognizant  of  it  —  rests  solely  in  plea; 
—      for  no  evidence  has  been  taken  upon  it :  it  is  a  very 
heavy  accusation,  and  may  be  a  fit  subject  for  a: 
prosecution,  should  the  executors  incline  to  resort, 
to  another  tribunal.    It  does  not  necessarily  follow 
that  the  party  withdraws  his  opposition  on  any 
apprehension  arising  from  this  charge, — there  may 
be  other  grounds  to  induce  him  to  retire  from  the 
cause.     If,  indeed,  the  plea  had  been  established 
by  proof,  then  he  would  have  become  liable  to  the 
costs;  on  the  whole,  the  Court  recommends  the 
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eieecutors  to  take  probate,  and  go  to  another  juris-      1827; 

diction.  Michaelmas 

The  Proctor  for  the  executors  then  applied  to  Z*S'» 

be  heard,  on  this  question  of  costs,  by  act  on  peti-  —  * 

tion  with  affidavits :  but  the  Court,  after  observ-  ?* 

ing  that  such  a  mode  of  proof  was  unsatis&ctory,  ^»^» 

rejected  the  application.  cw»ti§, 

^^  Hilary 

: Tsuiy 

UtSemAom. 

On  the  22d  of  December,  probate  of  this  will —  a  married 
the  subject  of  the  previous  question — ^was  taken  by  fa^'^Jl^fi^ 
fochaid  Meek,  Samuel  Donald,  and    Elizabeth  J^^g^ 
Benland   (wife  of  Benjamin  Benland),  the  exe-  in  tke  probate 
cutors;    but^  on  an  application  being  made  by  uioriaUigher 
them,  at  the  Bank  of  England^  to  have  some  stock  ^^^jJl^in 
—standing  in  the  deceased's  name  on  their  books —  •'l.r*'^?^ 

^  ,  .  without  her 

transferred^  the  Bank  required  Benjamin  Benland  hutbaad*') 
to  join  in  the  transfer,  notwithstanding  the  will  intaraeddied? 
bequeathed  to  Mrs.  Benland  the  property  "  for  her  {J^  SSk^ 
sole  use  and  benefit,  independent  of  her  husband;'^  fnangto trans. 
and  a  clause  authorized  her  ^^to  act  as  an  exe-  out  the  bus. 
cutrix,  in   all    respects,  without  her  husband.^'  JlSiJdkT^lSSi 
Under  these  circumstances,  an  affidavit,  as  sworn  P~^;!'*"i 

,    ,  ,  gi'ant  it  to  the 

by  the  exiecutors,  was  now  exhibited,  stating  these  remaining 
fkcts;  and  further,  that  Mrs.  Benland  had  been 
separated  from  her  husband  for  six  years ;  that  she 
had  not  intermeddled- in  the  deceased^s  effects; 
thai  no  suit,  either  in  law  or  equity,  had  been 
commenced  against,  or  by,  the  executors,  in 
respect  to  the  said  estate;  and  that  it  was  ne- 
cessary, for  duly  carrying  into  eflect  the  testa^ 
tor's  will,  that  a  transfer  of  his  stock  should  be 
made. 

Upon  these  fects,  the  Court,  on  motion  of  coun- 

VOL.  I.  K 
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^^^*      sel,   revoked  the  {nrobate  already  gtasfted;    and 
MioHAELMAB  decrecd  a  new  probate  to   Richard  Meek   and 


Term, 
By-Day. 

Mbkk 

ft 

DOMALO 
V. 

QuRTie. 


Samuel  Donald,  with  a  power  reserved  to  Mrs. 
Benland. 


^'  I 


MAMLT  V.  LA&IN. 


On  the  Admission  of  an  Allegation. 


Letten  con- 
tainiiig  final 
Mrtanmtary 
intentioiii^  are 
▼alidaaawill, 
the  deceased 
conaldering^  no 
farther  act  ne- 


nor 
will  th^  be 
iiiTaUdated  by 
thedeceaaed 
nothavfaifir 
sabaeqnently 
diipo8ed(aB 
flhe  then  pur. 
posed)  of  a 
sHiallpart  of 
her  property. 


Mary  Manly^  the  deceased  in  this  cause^  died 
on  tjie  27th  of  July,  1827^  leaving  two  letters^  re- 
spectively marked  A^  and  B,  which  were  pro- 
pounded^ as,  together^  containing  her  will^  by  her 
brother  James  Manly;  and  opposed  by  Sarah 
Lakin  (formerly  Mason),  and  by  her  three  brotheni 
— the  children  of  a  deceased  sister — the  only  other 
persons  entitled  in  distribution  to  her  personal 
estate.  The  substance  of  the  allegation,  in  sup- 
port of  these  papers,  sufficiently  appears  from  what 
fell  from  the  Court. 

Ltishington^  and  Addams — ^for  Mr.  Manly. 

Jenner^  and  Haggard — for  Mrs.  Lakin. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  papers  propounded  -are,  under  the  circum* 
stances  of  the  case,  entitled  to  be  considered  as  the 
will  of  the  deceased..  The  deceased  had  formerly 
been  a  gove)rness  in  the  family  of  Mr.  Gosling; 
and^  at  the  time  of  her  death,  filled  the  same 
situation  in  Mrs.  Carr's  family,  who  resided  at 
Dunston  Hill,  near  Durham.  She  appears  to  have 
saved  about  1200/.,  which  was  invested  in  India 
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bonds,  and  managed  for  her  by  Mr.  William  Ellis      1327. 
Godiag.    On  January  11th,  1827,  being  then  at  Michaelmas 
Dimston,  she  wrote  to  Mr.  William  Ellis  Gosling,      ^Si* 
and^  after  stating  that  she  wished  to  transfer  her       — 
money  into  some   other  stocky  and   mentioning         v. 
the  bad  state  of  her  healthy  she  went  on, —  lakik. 

^^  I  will  trouble  you  again  respecting  the  disposal 
of  my  little  property,  if  you  will  permit  me,  as  I 
feel  more  likely  to  die,  than  to  live." 

In  consequaice  of  diis  letter,  Mr.  W.  E.  Gosling 
wrote,  advising  her  to  make  her  will,  and  ofiered  his 
assistance  ^^  in  submitting  it  to  a  professional  man, 
to  ascertain  that  it  was  properly  drawn  up,  and  in 
takii^  care  of  it  for  her.''  In  reply,  she  caused  to 
be  written,  by  one  of  the  Misses  Carr,  the  papers 
jHTopounded.    Paper  A  was  as  follows: — 

''  Dunston  Hill,  Jan.  22d. 
**  My  Pear  Mr.  William 

''  I  am  very  much  obliged  to  you  for  suggesting 
that  it  would  be  better  for  me  to  leave  the  formula 
of  the  will  to  you,  as,  no  doubt,  you  will  do  right, 
and  I  should  do  wrong.  I  have  five  nephews  and 
nieces,  to  whom  I  wish  to  leave  a  hundred  pound 
a-piece,  if  there  is  enough.  Their  names  are 
Mary,  Rosa,  Frederick,  Georgina,  and  James;  a 
hundred  pound  in  money  amongst  my  other 
friends,  with  the  disposal  of  which  I  will  trouble 
Mrs.  Sandoz,  and  the  residue  to  my  brother.  I 
will  not  trouble  you  with  regard  to  my  personal 
property,  as  I  dare  say  Mrs.  Sandoz,  or  her 
daughter,  will  have  the  goodness  to  do  that  for 
me^ 

^^  I  am  very  thankfiil  that  you  will  undertake  to 

k2 
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1827.       do  it  for  me,  for  I  feel  that  I  am  quite  unequal  to 

Michaelmas    do  it  at  present. 

J*??'  "  I  am,  &c. 

'*  Mart  Manly." 


Manly 

V, 

Lakiv. 


By  the  second  (marked  B),  addressed  to  Mrs. 
Sandoz^  after  giving  to  the  two  Misses  G<w- 
ling  five  guineas  each  to  purchase  a  ring  or  a  seal, 
she  says, — ^^  I  will  leave  a  memorandum  for  what  is 
to  be  done  with  the  residue  of  the  100/.,  and  also 
with  my  goods  and  chattels,  if  either  you  or  your 
daughter  will  have  the  goodness  to  take  charge 
ofljiem." 

The  first  she  signed  herself^  the  latter  she  wad 
too  exhausted  to  sign.  Here,  then^  is  a  full  dispo-' 
sition  of  her  property  among  her  brothei^s  chil- 
dren^ for  whom  also  she  marks  her  affection  in  the 
letter  to  Mrs.  Sandoz.  The  question  is,  whether 
she  abandoned  this  disposition  or  adhered  to  it; 
and  considered  it  finals  and  operative.  Nothing  fur- 
ther was  done  either  by  herself,  or  by  Mr.  Gosling, 
and,  I  think,  the  true  construction  of  her  conduct 
i3,  that  she  im^ined  nothing  further  necessary: 
she  leaves  the  formula  to  him,  but  she  had  de- 
clared her  wishes,  and  she  had  signed  them ;  and, 
not  receiving  any  subsequent  communication  from 
Mr.  Gosling,  she  would  conclude  that  she  had  done 
all  that  was  essential,  and  that  he  had  ascertained 
the  letter  would  have  fegal  effect.  She,  however, 
did  intend  to  give  some  directions  relative  to  the 
division  of  a  sum  of  100/.  among  her  friends;  but 
that  was  to  have  been  a  separate  act,  the  non-per- 
formance pf  which — whether  arising  from  ill  health 
— from  indecision — or  from  change  of  purpose  in 


lAKIN. 
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that  respect— cannot  invalidate^  or  affect  paper  A ;       ^^27. 
nor  paper  B^  as  far  as  it  goes.    Here  is  particular  michaslmab 
affecticMi  pleaded  for  the  children  of  her  brother      Z'SJ? 
James;  and  no  intercourse  with  Mrs.  Lakin,  nor        — ■ 
the  Masons.     The  paper  itself  sufficiently  shows  v. 

regard,  and  testamentary  intentions— -on  this  poipt 
it  does  not  require  extrinsic  support. 

The  Court  is,  then,  satisfied,  that  she  intended 
to  make  this  disposition,  that  that  intention  con- 
tinued till  death,  and  that  she  considered  these 
papers  operative.  I,  therefore,  admit  the  all^a- 
tion ;  and,  if  the  fiu^ts  pleaded  are  proved^  shall 
have  no  heatation  in  pronouncing  for  the  validity 
of  these  papers  as  her  last  will. 


This  allegation  being  fully  proved,  the  Court, 
in  Hilaiy  Term,  1828,  decreed  administration, 
with  the  papers  annexed,  to  James  Manly,  and 
gave  the  costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate. 


MARSH   V.   TYRRBLL  AND   HARDING. 


On  the  Admission  of  an  Allegation, 
Tms  was  a  suit  respectine:  several  testamen-  where  fraud 

_  ,  \  ^  X  J  J        is  charged,  the 

tary  papers  of  a  marned  woman,  executed  under  court  aiiow*  a 
certain  powers  reserved  to  her  by  deeds  entered  SSf^p?^ 
into  before  her  marriage.     The  deceased,  Sophia  ^|^*^ 
Harding,  died,  at  the  age  of  sixty-one  years,  on  cawa;  but, 
the  8th  of  May,  1827.     A  will,  dated  March  9th,  S^tek^"^ 
1827,  and  a  codicil,  April  21st  of  the  same  year,  JS^iteiy"^"* 
were  propounded  by  Edward  Tyrrell,  one  of  the  ^^J^^ 
executors ;  and  a  previous  will  and  codicil,  both  directly  oq  the 

^  point  at  isBue, 


ik 
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1827. 

MiCHABLIfAB 

Tbkm, 
By.JDay. 

Marsh 

V. 

Tyrrell 
Hardirg. 


dated  February  28,  1818,  were  propounded  by 
Arthur  Cutbbert  Marsh,  one  of  the  executors 
therec»f.  John  Harding,  the  husband,  who  was 
appointed  an  executor  under  the  will  and  codicil 
of  1827^  appeared  by  a  separate  proctor,  and 
prayed  the  Court  to  pronounce  for  an  intestacy. 

An  allegation  had  been  given  in,  on  behalf  of 
Tyrrell,  reciting  extracts  of  an  indenture  bearing 
date  March  8,  1816,  between  Sophia  Harding — 
then  Smyth,  the  deceased^  of  the  first  part,  William 
Marshy  Ardiur  Cuthbert  Marsh,  and  Richard 
Creed  of  the  second  part^  by  which  it  was  provided 
that  certain  monies  and  stocks  should  be  invested 
in  the  names  of  the  three  latter  persons,  and 
should  so  standi  upon  trusty  to  pay  over  tbe  interest 
to  the  use  of  Sophia  Harding^  then  Smyth,  inde- 
paident  of  any  future  husband,  with  a  power  c^ 
disposal  by  will^  attested  by  two  witnesses ;  and — 
as  to  one  sum  of  10^000/. — ^by  a  deed  of  gift  also. 

The  plea  then  exhibited  a  copy  of  the  power, 
and  alleged — ^that,  in  pursuance  of  this  power,  she 
gave  instructions  for,  and  afterwards  executed,  by 
mark,  the  will  of  March,  1827 ;  and  also  the  codi^ 
cil  of  April  1827 ;  and  her  capacity  at  both  times. 

The  question  now  arose  on  the  admissibility  of 
an  allegation,  brought  in  on  the  part  of  Ardiur 
Cuthbert  Marsh. 

Addams — ^in  support  of  the  all^ation. 

Lushvngton^  and  Nicholl — contra — ^were  of  coun- 
sel for  Mr.  Tyrrell. 

Phillimore — for  Mr.  Harding. 
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JUDGJMLENT. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 
This  allegation  is,  certainly,  of  very  great  length, 
consisting  of  thirty-five  articles,    and  occupying 
above  seventy  pages ;  there  are,  in  addition,  twenty- 
eight  exhibits,  and  reference  is  made  to  other 
instruments.    It  is  a  consideration  not  to  be  over- 
locked,  that,  if  an  all^pation  of  this  extent  be 
flSBential  in  reply  to  a  condidit^   answers  of  an 
equal  length,  and  entering  into  much  explanation, 
will  be  requisite — and  from  two  parties  appearing 
by  separate  proctors, — and  the  quantity  of  the  de- 
positions will,  necessarily,  be  almost  incalculable. 
Thus  great  expence  will  be  incurred  ;  but  the  mis- 
chief will  not  rest  there ;  for,  as  firaud  is  charged, 
it  may  be  expected  Ibat  every  passage,  capable  of 
proof,  will  be  contradicted,  and  that,  even  where 
no  direct  contradiction  is  offered,  the  efiect  of  the 
diarges  will  be  attempted  to  be  taken  off,  by  giving 
adifierent  colouring  to  the  circumstances.  This  may 
run  to  a  still  greater  bulk,  and  lead  to  further  res- 
ponsive pleading,  and  to  exceptive  allegations,  Yet, 
if  justice,  the  primary  object,  requires  this  detail  for 
the  purpose  of  detecting  and  obviating  fraud,  it 
must  be  gone  into ;  but  the  extreme  length  of  a 
cause  may,  of  itself,  tend  to  defeat  justice,  since 
die  enormous  expence  may  prevent  its  arrival  at  a 
dne  and  proper  conclusion.    My  duty,  therefore, 
is  not  to  allow  a  minute  examination  of  distant 
and  remote  &cts,  which  only  bear,  by  inference, 
on  the  point  at  issue ;  while,  in  respect  to  those 
which   bear   directly  on,   and   are   more   nearly 
connected  with,  it,  greater  latitude  must  be  perr 
mitted. 

What,  then,  is  the  substantial  issue  ?    The  suit 
arises  upQn  the  will  of  a  married  woman,  md  it  is 
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^^^*  agreed,  on  both  sides,  that  she  had  the  power  to 
MioHASLMAB  Dfidke  B  wlU^  under  the  deeds  of  settlmnent  m  1816 
By^DTy.  ^^^  ^^^^ «  ^^^^  though  the  husband  may  not  admit 
them  to  be  valid,  he  cannot  call  them  into  question 
in  this  Court.  The  will  of  1827  is  attested,  as 
required  by  the  power,  and  is,  therefore,  to  be 
considered  just  as  if  she  were  sole.  The  execute 
sets  up  this  instrument,  and,  if  its  factum  be 
proved — ^if  it  be  the  will  of  a  capable  and  firee  tes- 
,  tatrix^  there  is  an  end  of  the  case.  The  factum  of 
that  will  is,  then,  the  true  issue :  except  legacies 
to  three  servants,  it  gives  to  the  husband  every 
thing  over  idiich  she  .had  a  power  of  disposal. 
There  is  also  a  short  codicil,  merely  leaving  rings 
to  three  friends.  Both  instruments  are  attested  by 
three  witnesses,  and  were  propounded  in  a  mere 
condidit,  pleading  the  deed  of  settlement,  execu- 
tion^ and' capacity. 

The  present  allegation  is  for  the  purpose  of 
impeaching  that  will  and  codicil,  and  of  showing 
fraud,  circumvention^  importunity,  and  conspi- 
racy. The  history  and  circumstances,  as  laid, 
are  certainly  strong;  and  hold  out  a  suspicious 
appearauce  against  the  husband.  To  establish 
such  a  case^  and  to  detect,  and  defeat,  the  fraud, 
may  require  considerable  detail ;  for  to  obtain  a 
will  of  this  nature  would,  probably,  be  a  clan- 
destine transaction^  to  which  a  few  persons,  joined 
in  the  conspiracy,  would  alone  be  privy,  and  which 
could  only  be  unravelled  by  entering  into  a  d^ail 
of  circumstances,  showing  the  improbability,  in- 
consistency, and,  ultimately,  the  felsehood  of  the 
adverse  case. 

The  party  opposing  the  will  is  the  executor  of 
a  will  made  nine  years  previously.  The  several 
dwds  of  settlem^t  were  entered  into  in  1816  and 
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1817 :  the  marriage  took  place  in  June^  1817 :  1827. 
'the  will,  in  favour  of  Marsh,  was  executed  in  michaelmai 
1818 ;  and  its  factum  is  not  impeached.  There 
is  no  trace  of  any  intermediate  testamentary  act^ 
which,  operating  as  a  revocation,  would  disprove 
uniform  adherence  to  that  will.  It  may  be^  diere- 
fore,  very  important  to  ascertain  the'  reasons  of 
dial;  wiU^  as  they  may  show  the  improbability  of 
such  a  sweeping  benefit  to  the  husband. 

After  these  preliminaiy  remarks,  I  shall  proceed 
to  examine,  summarily,  the  present  allegation. 

The  first  article  enters  into  a  detail  of  her  pro- 
perty— the  advantage  of  which  I  cannot  see,  as  the 
instruments  show  its  amount  and  nature. 

The  second  article,  certainly,  carries  back  the 
history  very  far ;  but,  as  the  case  considerably  de- 
pends on  adherence  to  the  disposition  of  1818, 
it  may  be  necessary  to  trace  back  her  life  in  order 
to  discover,  why  she  should  have  selected  this  par- 
ticular branch  of  the  Marsh  family  for  the  objects 
of  her  testamentary  bounty  ;  more  particularly  as, 
after  Marsh  had  undergone  misfortunes,  she  per- 
sisted in  her  previous  intentions :  it  may  be,  in- 
deed, that  his  difficulties  were  an  additional  reason 
for  the  continuance  of  the  disposition. 
'  The  third,  and  fourth,  articles  contain  very  long 
recitals — they  are  useless,  and  should  be  omitted, 
•as  the  deeds  themselves  are  before  the  Court. 

The  succeeding  articles,  to  the  tenth  inclusive, 
are  not  objected  to  as  inadmissible,  but  as  only 
•requiring  to  be  reformed  and  compressed. 

The  eleventh  and  twelth  articles  are  material 
and  admissible :  for  it  is  a  feet  in  this  case  that, 
by  the  will  of  1818,  a  legacy  of  500/.  was  left  to 
each  of  three  servants;    which  legacies  are  re- 
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>^*      duced,  by  the  will  of  1827,  to  300/.  each :  it  te, 
Michaelmas  therefore,  important  to  show  a  continuance  of  her 
^^oc^.     confidence  in,  and  afiection  for,  these  servants. 

The  thirteenth  pleads  general  treatment,  and 
is  admissible. 

The  latter  part  of  the  fourteenth  article,  and  the 
exhibits  in  the  fifteenth,  have  been  oligected  to ; 
and  I  agree  in  the  objections  taken  against  than. 
The  letters  cannot  be  read  as  proofs  of  importunity 
and  ill  treatment,  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  for 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  deceased  was  not  privy 
to  the  parts  containing  complaints  against  him ; 
but  had  those  complaints  been  written  from  her 
dictation,  they  would  have  been  evidence  on  the 
same  grounds  that  her  declarations  would  be  re- 
ceived. The  letters  may,  perhaps,  on  revision,,  be 
found  admissible  as  proofs  of  other  circumstances, 
for  if  written,  even  in  part  only,  by  her  directioD, 
they  show  confidence  in  this  servant,  who  is  a  le- 
gatee of  a  larger  amount  in  the  former,  than  m 
the  latter  will. 

I  shall  not  advert  to  the  remainder  of  this  all^a- 
tion  more  particularly  than  to  remark,  that  it  is 
asserted,  the  deceased  was  reduced  to  a  most  unre- 
sisting state ;  that,  in  that  state,  this  will,  exclu- 
sively in  favour  of  the  husband,  was  obtained  firom 
her ;  and  that  other  conduct,  of  a  very  suspicious 
nature ,  was  rescnrted  to  by  him,  and  by  some  of 
of  the  persons  connected  with  this  will. 

The  tiiiirty-fourth  article,  when  considered  with 
reference  to  these  circumstances,  may  be  important. 
I  shall  not  specify  any  other  article,  but  recommend 
to  the  counsel  a  general  and  careful  revision  of  the 
whole. 

Allegation  reformed. 
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IN   THE    GOODS   OF   JOSEPH    HALL. 


1827. 


On  Motion.  ^'rt^i^^' 

.^—  14th  Dec. 

Joseph  Hall  died  intestate  in  May,  1880,  leav-  An  ai^  at 
ing  one  brother  and  sister^  and  a  nephew  and  niece  S^SJ^briu^t 
— ^the  only  persons  entitled  in  distribution  to  his  *?  ^^«  Archw. 

•^    *  shop  8  name, 

personal  estate.  by  the  admi. 

In  the  month  of  June,  letters  of  administration,  bonu  no^ 
under  seal  of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  ^S^^^^f 
were  granted  to  John  Hall,  the  brother ;  he  died  J[J5^JJJ^ 
in  1824,  without  having  made  a  distribution,  and  for  the  balance 
leaving  a  considerable  sum  of  the  intestate's  eiiects  ^s  ^s^ 
in  his  banker's  hands.    By  his  will  he  appointed  ^^^rtSl^^ 
his  widow  and  Joseph  Hodgfkinson  executors :  they  bond,gritwiby 
todc  probate.     In  March,  1825,  the  nephew  and  adn^^^, 
niece  took  administration  de  bonis  non  to  Joseph  ^^  o^S^ 
Hall,  and,  as  his  legal  representatives,  made  re-  nty  being 
peated  applications  to  the  executors  of  John  Hall,  demnifj  the 
for  the  balance  of  the  intestate's  estate,  which  they  f^^  coLl 
admitted  was  in  their  possession,  but  refused  to 
pay.      An   action  had,  therefore,  been  brought 
against  them,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  by  the 
administrators. 

Lmshington  —  on  affidavits  that  his  parties 
were  legally  advised  they  could  not  proceed  to 
trial,  unless  the  administration  bond,  a  breach  of 
which  was  assigned,  was  produced  ;  and  stating, 
tliat  tfie  action  was  brought  solely  against  the 
executors  of  the  original  administrator,  and  not 
against  the  sureties ;  and  that  his  parties  were 
willing  to  give  security  as  against  costs — amoved 
the  Court  to  direct  the  administration  bond  to  be 
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^^^*  attended  with  in  the  Court  of  King's  Baich^  and 

MioHAELMAfl  produced  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  described^ 

UA  dIHd  "  ^^^  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Hodgkmson 

^  —  *  and  HaU/' 

Goods  or  PcT  Curiam. 

HaST  ^^^  Court  granted  the  motion  ;  but  thought  it  fit 
that  the  Archbishop  should  be  indemnified  against 
costs,  as  the  action  was  brought  in  his  name^ 

Motion  granted. 


CUNDT  V.   MEDLEY. 


On  the  Admission  of  an  Allegation. 


Bq^  on  the      Two  papers  were  propounded  as,  together,  conr 
imfiiLie^    taining  the  last  will  of  John  Medley.    The  first 

with  no  dr-       Upo^n  . 

cunstanoes  to     "^&*M  • 
aooonnifor 

■tiite,  wepre.       '^  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me  John 

HS^I,^     Medley  of  London  which  I  now  make  and  date  the 

*^^^2r^     twenty  second  day  of  October  eighteen  hundred 

not  entitled  to  and  twenty  four:'^ — and,   after  enumerating  his 

^  property,  giving  several  legacies,  and  bequeathing 

the  residue,  it  concluded — "  this  is  my  last  will  and 

testament  dated  as  above  the  twenty  second  day 

of  October  eighteen  hundred  and  twenty  four.    I 

appoint  my  Executors'^ 

The  second  was  in  the  following  words : — 

Mr 

'^  Exors  A  John  Cundy  ^  the  house  of  Capel 
Cuerton  and  Cundy  Stockbrokers  Royal  Exchange 
London  to  whom  I  give  and  bequeath  one  hun- 
dred pounds'^ 

The  allegation  pleaded,  that  John  Medley  died 
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on  the  12th  of  August^  1827,  a  bachelor,  leaving       ^^^^ 
behind   him   two   unmarried  sisters — a   married  MioHASLMiLs 
sister — and  several  nephews  and  nieces  who  would     i^'Sec. 
have  been  entitled  in  distribution  if  he  had  died      ^ — 

CVIIDT 

intestate;  and  that  his  personalty  amounted  to  «. 
17,000/. :  that  he  was  a  man  of  retired  habits^  re- 
served about  his  affairs,  and  kept  up  little  inter- 
course with  any  person  :  that  he  had  no  occupa- 
tion, that  he  employed  Capel,  Cuerton,  and  Cundy 
as  his  stockbrokers  and  bankers,  and  reposed  great 
trust  and  confidence  in  them  :  that  in  1820,  the 
house  where  he  lodged  was  burnt  down :  that  250/. 
in  bank  notes,  belonging  to  him,  were  destroyed  : 
that  Capel,  Cuerton,  and  Cundy,  having  ascer- 
tained the  numbers^  and  given  security,  obtained 
payment  of  the  amount  at  the  bank:  that  in 
October  1824,  the  deceased  wrote  No.  1,  and  some 
time  afterward^.  No.  2 — ^intending  them  together 
to  operate  as  his  will ;  and  by  No.  2,  appointed 
Mr.  Cundy  executor :  that  both  papers  were  in 
the  deceased^s  hand-writing :  that  they  were  found 
in  a  pocket-book  deposited  in  a  trunk  in  his  bed- 
room, wherein  he  kept  other  papers  of  moment. 

This  allegation  was  given  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
Cundy,  and  opposed  by  two  of  the  deceased's 
sisters,  Ann  and  Priscilla  Medley,  who  prayed, 
that  the  Court  would  decree  to  thetn  administration 
of  the  goods  of  their  late  brother,  John  Medley, 
as  dead  intestate. 

DodsoHj  and  Addams — ^in  support  of  the  allega- 
tion. 

Lushifigton^  and  Nicholl — in  objection  to  its 
admission. 
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1887.  Judgment. 

Michaelmas  Sir  JoHN   NiCHOLL. 

y^Dec         '*  would  be  contrary  to  all  the  principles  main- 

—       tained  in  this  Court  to  allow  the  present  aUegatimi 

«.         to  go  to  proof.     The  paper,  No.  1.,  is^  on  the 

McDLBT.  f^^  ^f  j^^  unfinished :  it  is  not  subscribed^t  cop- 
eludes^  '^  I  appoint  my  executois/'  and  th^re. 
breaks  ofi*  abruptly :  it  is  written  on  the  back  oC 
an  old  passport  fironi  the  French  minister:  the 
deceased  evidently  intended  to  do  something  moce 
to  it :  at  the  utmost  it  is  a  draft  for  a  will — and  qb 
unfinished  draft,  for  he  purposed  to  appoint  esse* 
cutors. 

No.  2  is  a  little  scrap  of  paper^  and  tbe/e  is 
nothing  intrinsic^  or  extrinsic,  to  fix  the  date ;  but, 
whether  it  was  written  before  or  after  No.  1^  8t|fli 
both  papers,  taken  together^  are  unfinished — ^^efjf 
are  mere  men^oranda  preparatory  to  a  more  formal^ 
will :  for,  though  in  respect  to  the  dispositicNQ  c^ 
his  property,  he  had  made  considerable  progreos, 
yet  it  is  clear  that  he  intended  to  appoint  more 
than  one  executor,  the  word  executors  being  in 
the  plural  both  in  No.  1.  and  No.  2.   The  deceased 
lived  nearly  three  years  after  the  only  date,  apply- 
ing to  either  papei's,  that  can  be  ascertained  ; 
there   is   nothing  pleaded  to  account  for  th^r 
unfinished  state,  or  to  repel  the  legal  presumptioti: 
of  abandonment ;  and  I  shall^  therefore,  reject  this 
allegation — ^pronounce  that  the  deceased  is  dead 
intestate,  and  decree  administration  to  the  two 
sisters,  who  have  applied  for  it.    Mr.  Cundy  must, 
however,  have  his  expences  out  of  the  estate,  as  it 
was  proper  that  these  papers  should  be  brought 
before  the  Court,  more  especially  as  there  were 
minors  interested  under  them. 

Allegation  rejected. 
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IN  THE  GOODS  OF  WILLIAM  ▲PPELBEE. 

^ 1828. 


On  Motion. 


CaTcat-Day, 
8th  January. 


WftLLIAM  ApPELEEE  died'OD  the  7th  of  Novem?   An  executor 

ber,  1827,  leaving  behind  him  Mary  Ann  Amald,  c&!^^ 
widowy  his  natural  and  lawful  sister,  and  only  next  JJ^^^^f  ^^e 
of  kin;  and  Sarah  (wife  of  Charles  Bassage),  his  Testator  who 
lawful  niece — the  only  persons  entitled  in  distribu-  w^Io  aUer- 
tion  in  case  he  had  died  intestate.     The  deceased  ^^^^1^ 
dulj  executed  his  will  on  the  14th  of  April,  1823.  ^^||^^ 
la  182^,  he  delivered  this  will  (the  exhibit  A)  to  might  be 
Mr.  Jackson,  the  sole  executor,  and  requested  him  th^^;^ 
to  make  certain  alterations  in  it.     Mr.  Jackson  ^"J^T^ 


drew  his  pencil  through  the  sifirnature  at  the  bottom  rented  by  the 

^Ai_  -11  1  -r  1  •  1     .1       death  ofthe 

Qltne  will,  and  made  some  alterations  with  the  deceaaed:— 
same  material :  the  deceased  expressed  his  appro-  S^u^ed'iJSi 
bation  of  them,  and  said,  that  he  would  make  a  On /*»  ^^'Tg^ 

'  '  state)  will  be 

copy,  and  execute  the  same  in  the  presence   of  granted,  on  a 

witnesses.  gent  bemg 

On  the  29th  of  September,  1827,  the  deceased  g^^^* 
mentioned  to  his  solicitor,  that  he  had  made  his  tere^ed. 
will  in  his  own  hand-writing,  and  promised  to  show 
it  to  him ;  and  on  the  first  of  November,  he  told 
aa  intimate  friend — ^whose  opinion  he  had  asked 
respecting  the  papers  marked  B — that  he  would 
write  his  will  again ;  and,  on  the  evening  of  the 
same  day,  the  deceased  mentioned  to  his  sister  that 
he  proposed  to  re-copy  his  will.  On  the  6th,  the 
deceased  brought  the  papers  (B)  from  his  bed- 
room into  the  parlour,  and  said  to  his  sister, 
'^That  he  had  intended  to   reduce    them  to  a 
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1828.      smaller  compass,  but  found  himself  too  weak  to  do 
ca^eat.Day,   ^^  5  ^^^  added,  that  if  he  did  not  get  better,  he 
8th  January,   ifi^ould  havc  his  will   Written    for   him    on    the 
In  THE  GOODS  morrow/^    On  the  following  day,   the  deceased 
^appume^  died :   ''  B'*    was  found  in  a  closet  of  his  bed- 
room ;    and  ''  A'*  was  found  (with  the  signature 
of  the  deceased,  and  the  names  of  the  witnesses 
struck  through)  in  a  box  with  leaseiSj  and  docu- 
ments of  importance. 

These  circumstances  were  Ailly  substantiated 
bj  affidavit,  and  Mrs.  Amald^  and  Mrs.  Bas- 
sage  and  her  husband,  had  executed  a  proxy,* 
consenting  ^^to  probate  of  the  said  will  of  the 
deceased)  bearing  date  the  14th  of  Aprils  1823^ 
or  letters*  cf  administration  with  the  said  will^i 
or  the  said  testamentary  memoranda  annexed^ 
of  all  and  singular  the  goods^  chattels,  and  ere*- 
dits  of  the  deceased,  being  granted  in  such  man- 
ner and  form,  and  to  such  person,  as  the  Court 
may  direct.** 

Lnishington  moved  for  a  decree. 
Per  Curiam. 

The  paper  B  is,  in  substance,  the  same  as  the 
will  of  1823,  marked  with  the  letter  A;  but  it 
also  contains  a  great  deal  of  matter  extraneous, 
and  not  of  testamentary  import.  There  can  be  no 
advantage  in  annexing  it  to  the  will.  The  sign- 
ture  of  "A**  being  struck  through^  is  to  be  regarded^ 
as  preparatory  to  the  deceased  making  a  new- 
will — ^which  he  did  not  do;  this  must  be  con- 
sidered, then,  as  only  a  conditional  cancellatioo^ 
and,  consequently,  not   a  revocation   (a).     The 

(a)  Vide  Onions  ».  Tyrer,  1.  P.  Wms.  343 ;  Burtenshaw  v. 
Gilbert,  1.  Cowp.  52;  Ex  parte  Ilchester,  7  Ves.  372,  379; 
Winsor  v.  Pratt,  2  B.  &  B.  650. 


# 
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Court,  therefore,  as  the  consent  of  all  parties  in-  ^^^ 

t^ire^ted  has  been  given,  thinks  it   would  best  caTeat-Day, 

owsult  the  intentions  of  the  deceased,  by  decree-  ^J»°"»nr- 

ing  probate  of  "  A'^  singly,  as  it  originally  stood  iitTHEoooM 

before  the  signature  was  touched.                            .  aftblbbx. 

Motion  granted. 


IN   THB   GOODS   OF  ANNA   MARIA   ORMOND. 


On  Motion. 


Anna  Maria  ORMaND  died  at  Surat^  in  the  The  court 
East  Indies,  on  11th  May,  1826 — a  widow.    By  her  ^iiii£^!>D, 
will,  duly  executed,  she  appointed  her  mother,  ][^^i2^a 
Mrs.  Bloxam,  sole  executrix,  and  residuary  legatee,  penon,  a«  at- 
This  will  was  left  in  England.     The  deceased  executor ac 
subsequently  wrote,  in  India,  three  papers  of  a  teiSi^"  w^uhout 
testamentaiy  import;  and  probate  of  these  was  J!^llji"^,yer 
granted  at  Bombay  to  Richard  Moore,  as  executor  of  attorney; 

■  •  1  ¥T  11  1     1  such  perwon 

accorumg  to  the  tenor.  He  collected  the  property  being  clearly 
in  India^  and  transmitted  it  to  England  to  Mr.  ^^'S^'St^, 
Bloxam^  the  deceased's  brother,  with  a  letter  c'SS'r^**^ 
(dated  Surat,  May  4,  1827),  containing  this  pas-  executor  of  tiie 
sage — ''  1  felt  gratified  on  hearing  from  you,  as  it  gatce  (who 
enables  me  to  entreat  your  good  offices  to  act  in  the  ^^IbilTSd 
will  of  your  lamented  sister,  and  to  conclude  my  J^^^ 

executorship."  conaeoted. 

Lushingion—<m  these  circumstances,  and  after 
staling,  that  Mrs.  Bloxam,  the  mother  of  the  de- 
ceased, survived  her  daughter,  but  died  without 
taking  probate ;  and  that  Mr.  Isherwood,  the  exe- 
cutor named  in  the  will  of  Mrs.  Bloxam,  consented 
to  the  present  appUcfttion — moved,  that  letters 

VOL.  I.  L 
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^Q^*       of  admiDistration  (with  the  will  as  contained  in 

caTeat-Dajr,   fouF  paper  wiitings  annexed)  of  the  goods  of  Mrs. 

8ttiJainriMf3r.    OmMMid  be  gr&ntiBd  to  Charles  John  Bloxam,  as 

iir  THE  GOODS  the  lawful  attorney,  and  (or  the  use  and  bcaiefit  of 

Maria  Oft-  Captain  Moore. 

*^"'-  Per  Curiam. 

There  is  no  occasion,  in  the  present  instance, 
for  the  Court  to  require  a  regular  power  of  at- 
torney (a) :  the  letter  to  Mr.  Bloxam  so  manifestly 
authorizes  him  to  act  in  the  arrangement  of  the 
deceased's  property^  that  its  hand-writing  being 
proved,  and  the  consent  of  Mrs.  Bloxam's  executor 
being  regularly  given^  the  administration  may 
pass.    But  the  securities  must  justify^ 

Mc^on  granted. . 


HOST   V.    HOBT   AND   HOST  (b). 


Sa^enmADg  JUDGMENT. 

^^aS^.^^'  Sir  John  NiCHOLL. 

cmmtforthe        The  deceased,  James  Hoby,  died  at  Walham 

ofapqwr,       Grccn,   Chelsea,  on  the  14th  of  March,  1826,  a 

written  ihortly 

^^SbS^  (^)  ^^^'  Bramhfill  Eaton,  and  Martha  Eaton— his  wife,  bavii^ 

with  the  te-  been  drowned  together  in  the  Bristol  river,  leaving  a  daughter;:^* 

^^J^jj*^"^  their  only  child — aged  six  years, — administration  of  the  eflfects  of 

tttd&cMcd  •  Peter  Bramhall  Eaton  was  granted  to  one  of  two  appointees  of  the 

nor  wUlitto  next  of  kin,  then  resident  in  the  West  Indies, — on  the  prodnc- 

pre^sTO^^  lion  of  a  letter  from  him,  in  which  he  expressed  a  wish  **  that 

oentricity  as  they  will  act  for  him  in  every  point  both  for  his  little  niece,  and 

*®^^^**"**  h^nself ;"  and  on  the  consent  of  tl^e  infant's  relations  in  this 

■acbapaper.  ^„„try.— HiTaiy  7Vrj«,  1828. 

[b]  The  cause  was  argned,  on  the  by-day  after  Michaelmas 
Term,  by  Phiilimore,  on  behalf  of  the  executor ;  and  by  iMfkm 
imgian  and  Dodsan  for  an  intestacy. 
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bachelor,  leaving^  two  brothers — die  only  persons 
entitled  in  distribution  to  his  property,  whicli 
amounted^  in  value^  to  4,0002.  He  had,  formerly^ 
kept  the  Fountain  Tavern,  in  Catherine  Street, 
Strand-^-«nd  a  pap^r — all  in  his  own  hand-writing, 
not  signed,  nor  attested — ^is  propounded,  as  his 
will^  by  his  cousin  James  Hoby,  the  executor 
named  dierein ;  and  if  ib  opposed  by  the  deceased's 
bro&er  Thomas  Hoby.  The  grounds  of  opposi- 
tion bdng  not  merely  that  the  paper  is  unexecuted, 
but  also^  that  the  deceased  was  not  of  sound  mind ; 
it  is  necessary  for  the  Court  to  consider  both  these 
points. 

The  contents  and  form  of  the  instrument  may 
bear  upon  each  of  them.     It  is  in  these  words : — 

« 

''  Walham  Gwen,  17th  of  Aug.  1825. 
"  I  James  Hoby  of  Walham  Green  Middlissex 
being  of  sound  mind  and  body  and  fully  reTokeing 
all  former  wills  heretofore  made  do  declare  this  my 
last  will  and  testament  when  it  pleases  God  to  call 
me  I  wish  to  be  buried  in  a  plain  and  decent  way 
at  East  Barnet  near  my  D^  Parents  and  I  nomi- 
nate and  appoint  my  D^  Cousin  in  Skinner  St 
Fringe  Manufacturer  my  executor  (Mr.  James 
Hoby)  to  have  possession  of  all  my  effects  and  pro- 
perty and  to  pay  and  dispose  of  what  is  given  as 
l^cies  and  bequests  to  those  hereinafter  named 
to  his  sister  Mrs  Wright  of  Hereford  (my)  cousin 
1  bequeath  one  hundred  pounds  and  the  print  of 
our  Saviour  on  the  Cross  now  in  the  dining  room 
To  Mr.  James  Cranston  Jun"^  of  the  King's  Acre 
Hereford  all  my  books  to  Mrs  Edwards  my  cousin 
(^  Buttshill  I  givC:  and  bequeslth  one   hundred 

l2 
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CaTeatDay^ 

8lh  Januarj. 

HOBT 

tr. 
HOBT 

& 
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Cayeat-Day, 

8th  January. 

HOBT 

V. 
HOBT 

Sc 

HoBT. 


pounds — ^to  my  unfortuaate  brother  Tom  I  giv^ 
one '  hundred  pounds — ^to  my  poor  Cousin  SaraU 
Clarkson  20/--^to  the  old  Friend  Mr  Salkeld  20/.^^ 
to  Mr  Warren  resident  here  for  his  kindness  and 
attention  one  hundred  pounds — ^and  afler  the  pay^ 
ment  of  these  legacies  I  give  and  bequeath  all  the 
remainder  of  my  property  to  my  D^^  Cousin  and 
Executor  to  have  and  hold  the  same  for  himself 
and  family  hopeing  he  will  take  care  to  pay  Iheae 
legacies  and  beqUests — not  being  at  this  time  in- 
volved in  any  debts  I  leave  my  cousin  and  executor 
Mr  James  Hoby  to  sell  or  dispose  of  such  part  of 
the  property  as  he  chuses  or  retain  it  excepting  tbj^ 
bequests  made  in  the  will — ^Also  the  Lease  at  Wal- 
ham  Green  I  hope  it  is  clearly  underston  that  tliQ 
linen  wine  household  and  every  other  articles  on 
the  Excepting  has  been  bequeathed  is  to  become 
my  Cousin  Mr  James  Hoby 's  together  with  money 
at  my  Bankers — 

^^  1  have  here  unto  set  my  hand 
and  signature 


n 


These  are  the  very  words  of  the  will.  There  ijs 
the  commencement  of  a  letter^  but  there  is  no  sub- 
scription. The  date^  and  also  the  few  last  lineq, 
are  in  darker  ink  than  the  body  of  the  will,  and 
Were  written,  apparently^  at  a  different  time  fromi 
the  remainder— except,  perhaps,  some  corrections 
which  are  in  the  darker  coloured  ink,  and  some 
letters  which  seiem  as  if  they  had  been  amended 
or  retouched.  This  instrument,  then,  is  a  com- 
plete disposition  :  it  leaves  some  legacies— ^it  ap- 
points an  executor — ^and  bequeaths  the  residue: 
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it  is.  rationally  expressed^  and,  though  it  passes 
over  the  deceased's  brothers^  it  disposes  of  the 
pit^>erty  among  his  fitioily,  giving^  however^  the 
bulk  of  it,  to  his  cousin  James  Hoby. 

The  evidence  applying  to.  the  deceased's  auc- 
tions proves  too  clearly^  even  to  require  citing, 
that  he  was  wholly  estranged  from  his  brothers^ 
and  greatly  attached  to  this  cousin — and  that  these 
feelings  were  not  the  offspring  of  any  sudden  and 
recent  impression,  but  may  be  traced  back  as  far 
as  the  account  of  his  life  extends.  The  Worralls 
speak  to  declarations  of  this  import,  while  he  lived 
at  Ealing  in  1815:  nay^  Brundrett  says,  that,  at 
the  time  of  bis  first  employment^  as  the  deceased's 
oonfickntial  solicitor — ^viz.  fifteen,  or  sixteen  years 
before  his  death — 'Vhe  was  in  the  habit  of  speak- 
ing of  his  brothers  in  the  strongest  terms^  as  dis- 
approving their  characters^  and  conduct/' 

There  is  clear  piX)of,  then,  that  he  felt  hostility 
towards  his  brothers ;  that  he  entertained  a  most 
on&vourable  opinion  of  them,  and  declared  they 
should  never  have  any  of  his  property  :  while,  on 
the  other  hand^  the  whole  res  gesta  shows  his  entire 
confidence  in  his  cousin  James — with  him  he  lived 
on  terms  of  the  most  friendly  intercourse — to  him 
he  resorted  for  advice,  or  assistance,  in  any  diffi- 
culty^ and  he  alone,  during  the  long  illness  sub- 
sequent to  the  will,  had  the  care  and  custody  of 
the  deceased. 

That  his  affections^  long  settled  and  fixed,  were 
entirely  in  concurrence  with  the  disposition  of  his 
property  uniler  this  will,  is  a  material  fact,  as 
showing : — fiist,  that  it  was  not  an  hasty  and  tran- 
sient purpose^  which  he  was  likely  to  abandon^ 
and  to  which  it  was  not  probable  he  would  adhere. 


1828. 

Cayeat-Day^ 

Sdi  January. 

HOBT 

r. 
UOBY 

& 
UOBY. 
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^^^'      secondly,  dmt  it  was  not  an  intention  arisdng  but 

caTeat-Day,    of  any  dcIusion  of  mind^  and  insane  dislike^  againit 

m  Jamiary.  ^^  brotheiB !  but,  thirdly,  that,  on  the  contrary^ 

HoBY       the  act  itself  was  quite  in  unison  with  the  sound 

HoBT      mind  of  the  deceased,  and  bears  no  marks  of  any 

HoBT.      perversion  of  understandiqg ;  nor  is  any  change  of 

former  intentions.    It  does  not  g^row  out  of,  nor, 

in  any  manner,  vibrate  in  concert  with,  the  sab« 

ject  on  which,   more  particularly,   the  insani^ 

showed  itself  when  that  calamity  did  actually  viait 

him.    These  considerations  go  strongly  to  suatam 

the  whole  case  in  both  its  branches. 

The  deceased  was  a  person  of  great  singularity 
of  character ;  he  was  odd  and  eccentric — ^vain  and 
boastful ;   had  cdlected  china  and  books,  printa 
and  plate  in  his  house,  which  he  was  proud  of  di** 
playing :  he  was  not  weary  of  telling  their  history 
again  and  again — decies  repetita  placebit.    He  w^a 
fond  of  his  garden,  his  flowers,  and  his  green- 
house plants;  he  liked  to  exhibit  them,  and  to 
boast  of  their  great  value,  and,  as  amateurs  frei^ 
quently  are,  he  was  a  little  suspicious  that  they 
were  stolen  by  his  job-gardener.     He  was  alsci 
irritable,  and  liable  to  excitement-^passionate  and 
violent.     It  is  not,   then,  extraordinary,  that  a 
person  of  this  temperament  should  finally  becouM 
actually  insane ;  and  it  has  been  justly  argued  that 
this  subsequent  insanity  reflects  back   on  these 
eccentricities  a  semblance  of  an  insane  tendency 
and  character,  but  it  will  not  convert  them  into 
proofs  of  actual  insanity  already  existing;  they 
may  be  either  s  mptoms  of  ultimate  derangement^ 
or  collateral  accompaniments  of  existing  disease^ 
if  other  acts,  decidedly  insane,  could  be  shown-p-* 
but  not  insanity  per  se. 
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in  stich  an  individual,  it  is  riot  quarrelling  with       ^^^* 
•Ihe  coachman  for  stopping  too  long  at  an  inn ;  nor   caTcat-Day, 
dabbing  the  hiess  of  fish  in  his  face  for  neglecting  ^  ^^^^f- 
to  take  care  of  it ;  nor  violently  kicking  his  dog,       ^®"* 
nor  boasting  that  half  Fulham  belonged  to  him,       Hoby 
that  can  ph>ve  actual  insanity^ — ^they  are  oddities      Hon. 
— ^they  are  eccentricities — they  are  even  symptoms 
of  approaching  derangement — ^but  they  do  not 
establish  derangemait  itself.    And  it  is  to  be  db- 
lerved  that  most  of  these  acts  are  imputed  to  him 
at  a  time  when  the  principal  of  the  brother's  own 
witnesses — ^the  Kings — admit  that  his  mind  was 
sound.     King  first  attributes  insanity  to  him  on 
Sunday,  the  14th  of  August ;  for  he  says — ^that  the 
deceased  was  odd,  but  he  never  considered  him 
decidedly  insfiine  till  the  14th  of  August. 

Now  King  was  intimately  acquainted  with  hind 
—for  six  or  seven  years  lived  near  him — had  bor- 
rowed 3001.  of  him,  on  b(md,  in  June  or  July; 
yet  various  of  the  acts,  from  which  it  is  attempted 
to  describe  him  as  insane,  happened  long  before 
that  period.  On  the  other  hand  a  dozen  witnesses, 
long  acquainted  with  him,  and  of  different  descrip- 
tions-r-Jiis  medical  attendant,  his  confidential  soli- 
citor^ his  neighbours,  his  inmates,  and  his  servants 
—all  swear  they  never  considered  him  of  unsound 
mind  till  the  2l8t  of  August^  four  days  after  the 
date  €f  the  will. 

'  It  thus  becomes  important  to  enquire  into  the 
state.of  the  deceased  on  the  14th  of  August,  and 
during  the  intennediate  period^  till  the  21st.  On 
flie  evening  of  Sunday^  the  14th  of  August,  he 
fikncied  he  had  been  robbed  of  his  plate  by  War- 
J&Q.  This  Warren  was  a  sort  of  proteg^  of  the  de- 
ceased ;   he  had  been  brought  up  as  a  cabinet- 
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1828.  maker,  which  was  hi«  father's  trade.  The  deoe^bed 
GaTeat.D»y,  had  lelit  hiiYi  moxiey  to  go  into  business  at  Bafli:; 
8th  January,  he  there  Med.  He  afterwards,  in  London,  wife 
Ho»Y  the  assistance  of  the  deceased^  set  up  in  business 
HoBY  again;  and  haying  been  there  equally  unsuccessftiij 
HoBT.  he  had,  for  some  time^  resided  with  the  deceased  as  a 
companion.  He  is  a  legatee  of  100/.  in  the  will,  and 
the  deceased^  as  he  states,  also  gave  him,  on  the 
17th  of  August,  a  draft  for  100/.  and  a  bond  frttn 
King  for  300/.  Warren's  explanation  of  the  trans^ 
action  of  Sunday,  the  14th  of  August,  is  that  the 
plate  was  usually  kept  in  a  chest  within  a  clip- 
board in  his  bed-room ;  that  he  had,  that  morning, 
taken  it  out  to  clean ;  that  he  and  the  deceased  had 
some  angry  words ;  that  he  put  the  plate  awfty, 
and  went  to  town,  saying  he  did  not  know  whether 
he  should  return.  During  Warren's  absence,  it 
appears  from  the  brother^s  witness,  Nutt  (the 
details  of  whose  evidence  are  far  too  loose  to  hb 
relied  on),  that  the  deceased,  who  had  been  e3ca- 
mining  his  treasures  of  different  kinds,  became 
very  enraged,  thinking,  and  having  worked  him- 
self up  into  the  belief,  that  he  had  been  robbed  of 
part  of  his  plate,  went  to  his  neighbour,  King,  in 
great  agitation,  and  told  him — ^that  Warren  had 
robbed  him;  that  he  would  go  to  town  to  his  cousin, 
James  Hoby,  immediately,  and  obtain  a  warrant, 
to  arrest  Warren,  who  had  said  '^  that  he  did  not 
know  whether  he  should  return  ;'*  and  he  thought, 
perhaps,  he  might  go  off  with  his  property.  He 
also  mdde  the  same  complaint,  and  charges,  to 
others  of  his  neighbours,  and  certainly  was  exceed- 
ingly agitated.  It  was,  at  this  time,  between  eight 
and  nine  o^clock  in  the  evening:  King  very  kindly 
undertook  to  go,  and  vt^nt  for  him  to  James  Hoby. 
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However,  before  King  came  back  Wmrren  bad 
returned^  showed  the  deceased  where  the  plate  was, 
-explained  his  error^  and  the  deceased  was  quite 
satisfied ;  and  upon  King's  reaching  the  house^  he 
findg  them  together  in  a  friendly  mmner;  the 
flatter  being  perfectly  cleared  up. 

Now,  that  a  person  of  this  firame  of  mind,  sup- 
posing himself  to  Imve  been  robbed  by  an*  almost 
adopted  son,  should  be  agitated,  and  shouldvbe 
nearly,  if  not  quite,  worked  up  into  madness^  is  not 
extraordinary.  That,  after  he  became  decidedly  in- 
nne,  this  notion,  so  vividly  imprinted  on  his  ima- 
gination, should  return,  is  also  not  extraordinary ; 
but  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied,  that  the  character 
of  actual  insanity^  or  that  any  thing  beyond  high 
'excitanent  and  irritation,  manifested  itself^  even  on 
this  Sunday,  the  14th  of  August.  The  excitment, 
imdoubtedly,  was  extreme-^it  might  amount  >  to 
actual  delirium — Ira  furor  brevis  est — as  long  as 
it  lasted  the  mind  might  be  unsound>  but  when 
tiie  mistake  was  discovered^  the  mind  was  restored^ 
and  reason  resumed  its  place. 

King  deposes,  that  the  deceased  both  then,  and 
flie  next  day^  said^  ^^  his  head  had  been  so  bad^  he 
Teally  did  not  know  what  he  was  doing  when  he  came 
to  bim.^'  And  this  declaration  has  been  reljed  on 
M  proving  derangement— derangement  by  the  de- 
ce^sed^s  own  admission.  If  so,  it  also  proves  re- 
covery—the removal  of  delirium ;  for  one  of  the 
'Strongest  proofs  of  re-established  faculties,  is  the 
consciousness  and  admission  of  the  party  himself, 
that  he  had  been  disordered.  The  return  and 
continuance  of  this  derangement  during  the  ensu- 
ing week  has  been  deposed  to,  and  much  depend- 
ence is  placed  on  it.     To  Nutt,  as  I  have  before 
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^**'  sttid,  I  cannot  trust ;  nor  to  ^e  Kings*  accnracf, 
oi^eat^Di^y  ^n  reipect  to  time ;  but  their  veracity  I  have  no 
atiiJtwMajr.  person  to  doubt.    They  mention  no  circumstance 

HOBT      enabling  thfetti  to  fix  the  events,  as  occurring,  rather 

Hm       between  the  14th  and  21st,  than  after  the  21st ; 

HoBT.  they  frequently  saw  the  deceased  subsequent  to 
Ae  21st ;  they  might  easily  confound  what  passed 
on  the  later  occasions^  i^ith  what  ttiey  suppose  to 
have  happened  at  a  previous  period.  King  swelurs 
that  a  letter,'  f nom  th^  dboelised,  was  brougfaft  to  lum 
early  on  Mohday  mornings  by  Warren — ^he  repeats  it 
positively ;  yet,  when  the  letter  is  shown  him,  he 
admits  '^  ^slt  it  tnust  have  been  brohght  to  his  hoilse 
by  some  other  person  after  Warren  had  left  hirav^ 
1  believe  it  to  have  been  am  honest  mistake ;  but 
if  he  could  fell  into  sueh  a  mistake,  both  as  to  tiiie 
petson  und  as  to  the  tinie  of  day,  how  much  more 
easy  was  it  for  ham  to  have  been  in  errm*,-  as  te 
^hethdr  these  circumstances  happened  in  the  w«ek 
before  the  21st,  or  in  the  week  after !  I  am  the 
more  disposed  to  think  that  they  must  have  ha|N 
pened  at  the  latter  time ;  because  the  facts  corree- 
pond  with  what  then  took  place,  but  not  with  what  is 
establisbed-^by  unsuspicious  proofs— to  have  been 
the  condition  of  ttie  deceased  during  the  fore^ing 
week*  On  this  part  of  the  case,  it  is  not,  I  think, 
shown,  that  decided  insanity  existed  between  the 
14th  and  the  21st-^at  the  utmost,  reason  was  fluc- 
tuating ;  and  it  appears  doiibtful,  whether — oil 
Sunday,  the  14tb,  while  the  impression  that  he 
had  been  ifobbed,  remained  upoki  his  mind^ — wh^ 
ther,  even  then,  he  was  worked  up  to  a  slate  df 
delirium. 

'  I  proceed,  Chen,  to  the  evidence  iimn^ately  ro- 
ferring  to  other  acts  in  that  week;  and,  more 
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apecially,  to  the  ioBtrument  propounded.    This^      lOn. 

at  I  have  said,  was  manifestly  written  at  two  dif-    aifmitj)^^, 

ferent  times.    The  bulk  and  body  of  the  will,  com-    ^hjimai/ 

prising  the  complete  disposition  ol  hi»  property,  was      hobt 

fist  written  in  paler  ink — the  date«  Augu^  17th,      h^y 

1825,  and  a  small  addition  at  the  end,  in  a  darker 

ink,  and  one  w  two  slight  correcticms  were  made, 

and  a  few  of  the  letters  retouched,  with  that  darker 

ink:  sotiiatthebody — ^that  is  the  important  part,may 

have  been  written  long  before  the  17th  of  Augusts 

On  that  day  the  unde  of  the  deceased  (the  father 

of  the  executor)  visited  the  deceased,  and  found 

him  in  his  bed-room,  sitting  at  a  writing  table 

with  his  papers  about  him.    The  deceased  said 

'^  he  had  been  busy  making  his . will,'^  and  asked 

him  to  go  down  and  order  luncheon,  and  he 

would  come  down  to  him  presently.    The  uncle 

itoid  to  dinner.    After  dinner,  he  says  ;^» 

^^  He  and  the  deceased  being  alone  toge- 
ther, the  deceased,  pointing  to  a  picture  which 
was  then  hanging  up  in  the  room,  observed  that 
he  had  left  the  picture,  and  also  100/.  to  Elizabeth, 
meaning  Elizabeth  Wright,  deponent's  ddest 
daughter ;  that  he  had  also  left  a  legacy  of  20/.  to 
his  friend  Salkeld,  and  20/.  or  10/.  to  Mrs.  Chirk- 
son,  a  cousin  of  the  deceased  ;  that  he  had  left  his 
books  to  Mr.  Cranstoun.  He  then  said,  that  he 
would  not  tell  deponent  more  of  his  will ;  who, 
in  a  joking  way,  said^  that  he  did  not  wish  to 
know,  as  he  had  no  occasion  for  any  thing  from 
him.  The  deceased  then  added,  that  he  had  left 
ttie  greatest  part  of  his  prc^ierty  to  those  he  liked 
best ;  and  he  recollects  him  to  have  said,  that  he 
had  left  a  young  man,  of  the  name  of  Warren, 
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^^38.  Here  U  a  direct  reference  to,  and  rea^itioo 

c«T«u.u«j,   of>  this  will ;  for  he  declares  that  be  had  left  the 
stbJuury.  greatest  part  of  his  pr<^r^  to  those  he  liked  best, 
HiwT      and  the  whole- history  demonstrates,  that  his  cou- 
HoBT      sin  bad  long  been  the  person  he  liked  best.    Nutt 
u^,      thinks,  hut  is  not  positive^  that  this  happened  oo 
the  16th ;  it  is  not  very  material,  whether  it  hap- 
pened die  day  before,  or  the  afternoon  of  the  day, 
on  the  morning  of  which  he  wrote  his  will :    if 
on  the  16th,  then  it  was  preparatory  to  the  act  of 
the  following  day — if  on  the  17th,  at  dinnertime, 
then  it  was  after  the  transaction  with  Caird  and 
Rouse,  who  were  there  between  eleven  and  twelve 
o'clock.    At  all  events,,  this  conversation  furnishes 
strong  evidence  in  support  of  the  act,  as  showing 
decided  intention,  and  perfect  capacity. 

It  ia  fully  proved,  that  his  opposite  neighboor 
Caird,  a  baker,  was  requested  to  come  in  order  to 
attest  his  will,  and  that  Mr.  Rouse,  the  deceased's 
apothecary,  Iiappeniugto  beat  Caird's  house  attlie 
time,  upon  Nutt,  the  messenger,  telling  the  de- 
ceased, he  seiit  a  second  time  begging  Mr.  Rouse 
to  accompany  Caird.  They  both  went  over,  and 
found  the  deceased  in  his  dining-room,  at  a  wnt- 
ing-table,  with  papers  before  him :  he  said  "  he  was 
very  ill,  and  had  been  making  his  will,  being  as- 
sured that  he  could  not  live  long."  he  read  the 
will  to  them,  and  tendered  a  pen  to  Rouse  that 
he  might  witness  it ;  and,  undoubtedly,  it  is  no 
proof  of  derangement  of  mind,  in  such  a  person, 
that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  regidar  form  of  exe- 
cuting a  will.  Mr.  Rouse  {thinking  the  deceased 
bilious,  and  out  of  spirits,)  feeling  his  pulse,  said 
he  was  in  no  danger,  rallied  him,  and  told. him; 
lie  vm^^^oiKe  than  he  had  been  before,  and, 
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in  order  to  avoid  depressing  his  spirits^  prevailed       .^^^• 

npoo  him  to  postpone  the  fomMd  execution.  cayeat-oay. 

On  the  ninth  interrogatory  he  says :—  ^  January. 

"  He  advised  the  deceased  to  postpone  the  exe-      hoby 
caticm  of  his  ivill,  because  he  considered  that  his      hobt 


ivanted  rousing ;  that  he  was  already  too  hob^. 
much  depressed  and  out  of  spirits,  and  the  exe- 
cution of  so  solemn  an  instrument  was  Jikely  to 
make  him  worse ;  respondent  did  not  perceive 
that  the  deceased's  mind  was  in  a  confused  state^ 
or  that  he  was  unfit  to  make  a  will ;  his  memory 
was  perfect,  and  his  understanding  correct.'^ 
>  Caird  fully  confirms  Rouse^s  opinion,  so  that 
Ihis  alone  prevented  the  executicm, — ^there  was  not 
any  hemtation  on  the  part  of  the  deceased :  it  was 
not  deferred  from  his  doubting  or  deliberating^ 
but  because  his  mediotl  attendant  dissuaded  and 
diverted  him  from  it. 

'  Both  these  witnesses  were  well  acquainted  with 
the  deceased  ;  Caird  had  been  his  opposite  neigh- 
bour for  five  years,  with  whom  he  used  laAen  to 
gossip,  as  he  expresses  it ;  Rouse,  his  apothteary, 
for  some  length  of  time.  They  knew  his  general 
mind,  and  habits,  and  deportment:  if  he  had 
been,  at  this  .time,  in  a  state  of  insanity  and  de- 
rangement, they  must  have  discovered  it.  This 
evidence,  then,  bears  strongly  on  both  points — 
fixed  intention,  and  soundness  of  mind.  I  might, 
perhaps,  rest  the  case  here ;  but  where  there  is  any 
suggestion  of  insanity,  it  is  proper  to  look  at  all 
confirmatory  circumstances. 

On  the  following  day,  the  18th  of  August,  the 
deceased  was  worae,  and  Dr.  Latham  was  called 
in.  His  disorder  was  not  one  of  the  head — not 
paralysis  nor  apoplexy-^not-  bnun  fever— it  was 
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1828.  diarrhea.  Dr.  Latham,  it  appears^  ivas  not  thea 
c^veatwDay,  Consulted  for  the  first  time — be  had  often  attended 
8th  jMJBMry.    jjim  before.    He  says  : — 

Host  «'  On  the  18th  of  August,  1825,  he  visited  tfie 

Host       deceased,  who  thought  himself  dying }  that  d» 
Rorr.      p<Mient  laughed  at  him,  knowing  the  deceased  ww 
not  inf  danger ;  that  on  the  19th  or  dOtb,  when 
he  again  saw  him,  he  was  much  better ;  that  on 
Ihe  2l8t^  he  found  him  in  a  state  of  great  nervofltt 
irritation  and  excitement,  which  ware  partly  al« 
byed;  but^  on  the  1st  of  September,  he  con-* 
sidered  that  the  case  should  be  treated  as  one  whidi 
might  end  in  confirmed  insanity.^'    He  further 
says,  ^  that  on  the  18th,  and  on  the  intermedial 
days  between  that  and  the  2l8t,  he  is  quite  cetft 
tain,  that  nothing  occurred,  in  the  manner  and  con* 
versation  of  the  deceased,  which  gave  him  any 
reason  to  believe  that  the  deceased  was  not  "6t 
perfect  capacity ;  he  conducted  himsetf  and  con- 
yeraaA^  a  person  of  sound  mind ;  and  at  no  time 
pr0<(M  to  the  21st  had  he  any  cause  for  belier^ 
ing  flmt  the  deceased  was  not   of  sound  miiid; 
memory,  and  understanding.^'  And  to  the  thirty* 
eighth  intenrogatory  the  same  witness   answeni^ 
^'  that  on  the  days  previous  to  the  21st  of  August^ 
the  deceased  was,  as  respondent  verily  believes,  and 
of  his  belief  he  swears  positively,  of  sound  and 
perfect  mind^  and  was  capable,  as  he  believes,  of 
any  act  requiring  calm  and  cool  consideration.^' 
It  may  not  be  unfit  to  remaric  that  the  character 
of  the  deceased's  derangement,  when  it  doesa6* 
tually  take  place,  is  rather  delirium  than  delusion 
—rattier  high  excitement  than  fiilse  impression; 
In  delirium,  intervals  of  coolness,  and  actual  lii* 
cidity^  afe  much  amre  eonmaon  than  when  apef^ 
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maiiaiit  delusion  has  seized  the  mmd;   though,      ^^^* 
wbea  excitenieiit  returns,  some  curaunstance^  that   caTeatDay, 
bid  before  made  a  strong  impression,  may,  not  im-    «^^^]^- 
firobably^  revert^  and  attend  the  delirium;  such      ^^^ 
tmieaned  to  have  been  the  case  with  respect  to  the      hobt 
4iOCeaaed'8  notion  that  he  had  been  robbed^  and      h^. 
kf  Warven  ;  but  that  is  not  an  impression^  in  any 
4fSigired,  connected  with  the  disposition  contained 
m  !this  instrum^it,  nor.  showing  itself  in  these  tes- 
timoitary  transactions. 

.It  was  observed  that  there  was  an  inconsistency 
ia  .the  l^acy  to  Warren  '^  for  his  kindness  and 
tlttcption)^'  and  these  repeated  charges  of  robbery^ 
In  ^he.  finrt  place,  this  argument  assumes   that 
4iei Kings  are.  couect  in  fixing  Ijhe  date  of  those 
4i$darations.  between  the  14th  and  21st  of  An- 
gurt:    in   the  next   place^  it  assumes  that  the 
body    of  the  will « was.  written    on    the  17th, 
Wbiph.  might  have  been  written  long  before  die 
14th;  but,  in  the  last  place,  what  sort  ofjMpn- 
sistency  does  it  show?     Inconsistency  ^(^flpttie 
exiiBt^ice  of  insanity! — it  shows^  that  wnm  he 
wrote  this  will,  he  had  not  on  his  mind  the  fiilse 
idea  that  Warren  had  robbed  him ;  it,  therefore^ 
proTes  rather  the  absence  than  the  presence  of  dis- 
order.   His  whole  conduct  to  Warren,  is  natural 
enough,  supposing  him  sane — he  had,   through 
error,  and  under  excitement,  made  false  charges 
against,  him  on  the  14th — ^he  was  convinced  they 
were  unfounded^ — Warren  was  hurt,  and  felt  in^^ 
jured  by  them— on  the  next  morning,  the  15th, 
the  deceased  made  him  a  present  of  a  diamond 
ring — a  sense  of  his  injustice  rendered  that  act 
not   unnatural— on    the    17th,    being    about  to 
tiecute  thia  will,  by  which  he-  had  bequeathed 
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him  100/;  only,  he  gave  him  a  draft  for  another 
100/..  and  King's  bond  for.  300/.  borrowed  »in  the 
previous  June  or  July.  Whether  the  will  was 
written  before^  and  he  made  these  gifts,  not  choos* 
ing  to  alter  the  will,  or  whether  he  preferred  tttfit 
they  should  not  appear  in  his  will— even  if  writteft 
on  that  day — yet  they  do  not  bear  the  character  of 
an  insane  act^  much  less  of  still  thinking  tbift 
Warren  had  robbed  him.  His  property  was  ¥Fortb 
about  4000/. :  the  amount  of  these  presepts^  par^ 
ticularly  after  their  long  connexion^  and  these  un- 
founded charges,  might  not  be  irrational  nores* 
travagant;  nor  does  he  irrationally  give  bin 
either  articles  bequeathed  specifically  by  will,  nor 
even  all  his  property  ejusdem  generis ;  ioc  thei6 
are  other  bonds  actually  left  sealed  up^  and  the 
envelope  thus  indorsed,  '^To  be  opened  by  my 
clear  cousin  .and  executor  .Mr.  James  Hobj^'^f 
This  is  not  an  unimportant  act — ^it  is  an  act -of 
san^^and  not  only  so,  but  is  strong  to  prove  aiti 
h^^H  Whether,  written  before  the  ITth^  on 
th^lnh,  or  after  the  17th,  it  still  has  effect----^ 
if  before,  it  shows  that  the  will  was  written  before^ 
and  evidences  a  long  and  deliberate  intentioB 
while  sane ;  if  on  the  17th,  it  confirms  the  sanity 
on  that  day — if  after,  it  proves  adherence  to  this 
will — in  either  case  it  tends  to  support  the  wiU? 
Adherence,  however,  is  very  sufficiently  establishedy 
and  abandonment  of,  and  departure  from,  inten-^ 
tion,  are  in  the  last  d^ree  improbable.  -  * 

.  On  the  18th,  the  deceased  wrote,  to  his  cousiiVi. 
requesting  he  would  bring  down  Brundrett,  as 
he  was  extremely  ill — '^  in  a  danga*ous  way.V. 
V^'arren,  who  carried  the  letter,  told  the  cousin  that 
tlie  deceased  had  alarmed  himself;  that  the  medicat 
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gratlon^i  thought  that   there  was  no  danger,       1828. 
and  that,  in  a  day  or  two,  he  would  be  able  to  go    oiTeat-day, 
toBrandrett   (that  no  dangar  was  apprehended    8thjannary> 
it:  confirmed  by  the  testimony  of  Latham  and       hobt 
Rouse) :    Brundrett,  the  solicitor,  was^  therefore,       hobt 
not  brought  down  ;  but  on  that,  or  the  following       h^bt 
day^  his  cousin  went  to  see  the  deceased,  and  dined 
with  him ;  the  will  was  produced  ;  this  cousin 
HTged  him  to  alter  it  in  favour  of  his  brothers— > 
the  deceased  refused^  and  said,  ^'  he  would  go  to 
ftnmdiett  the  next  day  and  have  his  will  made 
out  as  it  was ;  after  the  behaviour  of  his  brothers  to 
him,  he  would  do  no  more  than  he  had  done/' 

Here,  again,  is  firm  adherence  to  the  will,  and 
sound  mind. 

The  next  day  the  deceased  was  no  better ;  the 
diarrhea  continued ;  and  on  the  21st  he  became 
delirious  and  insane,  and  so  he  remained  till  his 
deaths  though  with  intervals  of  calmness.  The 
oompletion  of  the  act  was  thus  prevented, 
testamentary  intention  existed  as  long  as 
existed. 

It  has  been  asked— why  was  not  the  will  exe- 
cuted in  the  intervals  of  the  disorder  ? 

In  the  first  place^  the  Intervals  were  hardly  of 
that  duration  that  it  was  proper,  or  likely^  that 
such  an  act  should  be  proposed.  In  the  next 
place,  the  deceased  was  not  in  possession  of  the 
will;  for  when  actual  derangement  seized  him, 
all  his  papers  were  sealed  up,  and  sent  to  Mr. 
Brundrett,  his  confidential  solicitor^  under  the 
autliority  of  James  Hoby^  who^  by  the  instrument 
itself,  as  well  as  by  the  sealed  envelope,  was  de-^ 
clared  his  executor. 
Upon  the  whole^  I  am  of  opinion^  that  this  instru- 
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ment  contains  the  sane  testamentary  intentions  of 
the  deceased,  and  for  these  reasons : — 

First,  That  it  is  founded  upon  the  conduct  and 
declarations  of  the  deceased  for  years  before  his 
death ;  and  this  constitutes  an  important  foundap 
tion  of  the  act : 

Secondly,  That  the  deceased  was  of  sound  ipind 
when  he  wrote ;  and,  on  the  17th,  when  he  would 
have  ei^ecuted  this  paper ;  fpr  no  part  of  the  coih> 
tents  connect  themselye^  with  the  particular  snb^ 
ject  of  the  deceased^Si  insanity — viz.,  his  being 
robbed  : 

Andj  lastly^  Thc^t  the  unfinished  state  of  the  in* 
strument  is  sufficiiently  accounted  for,  and  the 
adherence  to  it  sufficiently  proved. 

I^  therefore,  prondunce  for  the  paper. 

As  to  costs :  Thpmas  Hpby^  as  one  of  the  next 
of  kin^  was  justified,  from  the  unfinished  state  of  the. 
paper,  in  putting  the  executor  on  proof  (^  it:  I  shaft 
then  ieive  no  costs  against  him ;  nor  shall  1  allow  his 
of  the  estate — ^because  he  has  set  up  in* 
id  abandonment^  and  has  failed  to  prove 
them — ^besides  he  ha^  a  legacy  of  100/.  under  this 
instrument:  npr  shall  1  give  them  to  the  other 
brother  who  h9s  intervened,  as  the  appearance  of 
two  parties  in  the  same  interest,  by  different  proc* 
tors^  is  not  to  be  en^uraged.  I  shall  leave  th^OBi 
to  the .  liberality  of  the  executor. 

Probate  decreed. 
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ARCHES  COUET  OF  CANTERBURY. 


B&4Y  p.  BBAlt. 


On  the  AdnUmon  ofAdditimal  Articles. 


This  was  a  cause  of  divorce,  by  reason  of  crudty^     ^i^^ 
origiiially  promoted  in  the  Consistory  Court  of    sdsJIlri^ 
London  by  Saba  Eliza  Bray  against  the  Reverend  in  ^  J^or 
Bidlake  Bray ;  add  came  up  to  this  Court  by  ap-  JS^JTi?^^ 
peal  from  the  admission  of  the  libel.    On  the  by^  cmeity 
day  of  Michaelmas  Tarm,  1827,  the  decree  was  ^T^IX 
affirmed,  and  the  cause  retained^  SStSL^ 

The  present  question  was  the  admissilMM||»of  (^<?'' ^ '^''- 
certain  additional  •  articles — pleading,  first,  nH  in  oounBeiiinsr 
February,  1827,  an  indictment  was  preferred,  on  thbtaiOa^ 
the  prosecution  of  Mr.  Br&y,  against  Elizabeth  !!!i3db?Tte 
Malkin,  the  mother  of  Mrs.  Bray ;  William  Ham*  hysband-Hmd 
Boersley,    her    uncle    (indicted  by  the  name  of  thereon— in 
William  Spode);  George  Vance,  her  medical  at*  Ltted,Midre- 
tendant ;  and  Robert  Shank  Afcheson,   her  soli-  J^^^^ 
citor,  for  conspiring  to  separate  Mr.  and  Mrs.  ®"|^'7j. 
Bray ;  and  ''  for  counselling  Saba  Eliza  Bray  to  pro*-  iibei  as  acts  of 
mote  against  the  said  Bidlake  Bray  a  certain  cause  bTp/^dtedua 
of  diyorce,  «•  separation,  by  reason  of  cruelty ;"  ^*';^,2on, 
that  the  Grand  Jury,  on  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Bray,  on  oath,  of  that 
and  of  another  witness,  returned  a  true  bill ;  that  "^ 
the  indictnient  was  heard  before  Lord  Toiterden, 
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and  a  Special  Jury,  on  the  2d  of  Novanber  last, 
when  Mr.  Bray  and  many  others  were  examined 
for  the  prosecution ;  that  no  witnesses  were  exa- 
mined for  the  defence,  but  the  evidence  of  Mrs. 
Bray,  whose  examination^  taken  in  private, 
lasted  four  hours,  was  read ;  and  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  then  declining  to  receive  any  farther  evi- 
dence, the  Jury  thereupon  acquitted  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  second  article  exhibited,  in  supply  of  proof, 
a  copy  of  the  bill  of  indictment. 

The  third,  in  substance,  pleaded  : — "  That,  in  the 
examination  of  Bidlake  Bray  on  the  trial  of  the 
said  indictment,  he  did  admit  and  confess,  that  he 
had  declared  both  before  and  after  the  birth  of  th^ft 
child,  of  which  his  said  wife,  Saba  Eliza  Bray,  wak 
delivered,  that  he  believed  it  to  be  the  child  of  her 
uncle ;  that  he  had  also  asked  the  said  Salia  Elizil 
Bray,  his  wife,  if  she  knew  the  meaning  of  incesi^ 
andUhat  he  had  intended  to  convey  to  his  said  wift 
aliBppch  of  incest  with  her  uncle,  William  Ham- 
mOTKy,  by  his  manner  and  insinuations ;  and  the 
said  Bidlake  Bray  did,  in  like  manner,  oa  the  said 
occasion,  admit  that  he  had,  both  before  and  after 
the  birth  of  the  said  child,  declared  that  he  thought 
she j  the  said  Saba  Eliza  Bray,  did  not  come  a  virgin 
to  his  bed." 

Phillimore  snd  Addams,  in  ohjeciioii. 
.  These  articles  are  inadmissible ;  they  can  furnish 
no  usefal  information :  the  libel  consists  of  no  fewer 
than  37  articles ;  they  embrace  a  long  period  of 
time,  and  are  very  detailed  as  to  acts  of  cruelty ; 
and  two  and  twenty  witnesses  have  been  examined 
upon  them.  The  Court  ha^  never  gone  so  far  itk 
admitting  evidaice  of  "  res  inter  alios  acta  /''  the 
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Terdict  at  common  law  agaiast  a  paramour  is       IB28. 
allowed  to  be  pleaded,  in  divorce  causes^  to  show      htlIiit 
there  is  no  collusion  ;  but  even  thaty  till  latterly,     ^7^^ 
was  not  admitted  without  much  opposition  (a). 
Another  objection  is,  that  we  shall  be  compelled  to 
plead  the  grounds  of  the  verdict,  and  go  into  a      ^*^^* 
voluminous  statement  of  Mrs.  Bray's  evidence. 
In  firisco  v.  Brisco^  the  wife  was  charged  with 
adultery ;  and  the  Court  of  Delegates  (6)  would 
not  allow  the  proceedings  in  Winnington  v.  Win- 
nington  (c)  to  be  invoked,  in  which  Winnington 
was  proved  guilty  of  adultery  with  Lady  Brisco. 

Dr.  Jenner. — No.     Winnington    was    proved 
guilty  of  adultery  with  a  person  supposed  to  he 
Lady  Brisco. 
Per  Curiam. 

The  reason  is  clear :  that  was  another  cause  to 
which  neither  husband  nor  wife  was  party. 

Argument  resumed. 

We  remember  no  instance  of  the  introduction  of 
the  proceedings  in  detail,  as  well  as  of  the  verdSct* 
Besides  how  is  this  indictment  cruelty?  it  is  a 
proof,  as  far  as  it  goes,  of  his  attachment  to  his 
wife.  Again^  as  to  the  declarations^  it  is  not 
pleaded  that  they  were  made  to  Mrs.  Bray  in 
person ;  but  further — these  very  declarations  have 
already  been  pleaded  in  the  libel. 

Jenner  and  Lushington,  contrd. 

There  is  a  great  deal  in  this  case  not  easy  to 
prove^  except  from  the  declarations  of  the  husband 

(a)  Vide  Elwes  v.  Elwes,  1  Consistory  Reports,  289,  note ; 
and  Loveden  v.  Loyeden,  2  ib.  51. 

(b)  Brisco  V.  Brisco.     Delegates.    24th  of  Jalj,  1826. 

(c)  The  case  of  Winnington  v,  Winnington  was  decided  in 
the  Consistory  Coort  of  London  on  the  23d  of  June,  1826« 
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1828.  made  at  the  time,  or  immediately  subsequent; 
nu,^„  therefore  the  Court  will  not  easily  be  induced  to 
sdScMioii  ^j^^  ^"^^  evidenoe  of  such  declarations.  As  toi 
the  objection  ^'  res  inter  alios  acta^^'  in  Yerelst  Vm 
Verdst,  the  cross-examination  at  Common  Lk#. 
was  invoked  to  discredit  a  witness  (a) ;  here,  to<v 
Bray  was  the  party  prosecuting^  and  was  ngaminfail 
as  a  Mdtness;.  Are  not  the  repetitions  of  the  accn- 
sations  evidence  <^  cruelty ;  aiid  can  the  Court,  oa 
account  of  the  length  of  the  plea,  exclude  the  adr 
missions  on  oath  of  the  hudiand  that  he  has  made 
such  accusations?  It  is  cstaUished  that  the  io^ 
dicbnent  was  unfounded,,  and  only  brought;  to 
put  an  end  to  this  suit :  this  is  material  for  tbtt 
Court  to  know.  i 

Both  on  principle,  and  precedent,  ihe»e  articles 
are  admissible,  especially  when  the  original  de« 
clarations  were  made  in  the  absaice  of  witnesses 
and  the  whole  passed  merely  between  husband  and 
wife. 

JtrnoMENT. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  Court  would  be  very  unwilling  to  load, 
unnecessarily^  the  cause  with  additional  matter; 
but  it  cannot  take  upon  itself  to  reject  that  whick 
bears  directly  upon  the  point  at  issue.  Looking, 
then^  at  the  history  contained  in  the  original 
libel,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  articles,  now 
offered  to  the  Courts  do  not  connect  themaelVes 
with  the  principal  case.  The  husband  accused^ 
his  wife  of  the  most  abominable  intercourse  that 

(a)  Verelst  v.  Yerelst,  1  Phill.  145.  Oil  the  5th  of  Joljr, 
1814,  the  decision  of  the  Conrt  of  Arches  was  affirmed  by  the 
Delegates,, 
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tan  poflBiUy  be  conceived — ^no  less  than  incest      l^^* 
with  one  of  her  nearest  connections :    and   the     Hilary 
indicting  her  material  witnesses  for  a  conspiracy^    «rf^^« 
b  order^  if  he  could  convict  them,  to  affect  their 
ivid^ice  in  this  suit^  must  be  ^considered  a  con* 
tinuance  of  that  persecution  which  Mrs.  Bray,  if 
tiie  &cts  stated  in  the  libel  are  true^  has  already 
suffered.    The  acquittal^  therefore,  of  the  partied 
on  that  indictment  may  be  important  to  enable  the 
CourC  to  arrive  at  a  just  decision  of  this  case. 

The  third  article  is  intended  to  establish,  not 
lAerely  a  declaration  of  the  husband,  but  a  solemn 
admiai^bn  on  oath  of  a  part  of  the  charge  broligiit 
against  him,  i;u.,  asserting,  before  and  after  the 
biiih  of  the  child,  that  that  child  was  not  his,  but 
die  fruit  of  an  incestuous  connection  between  Mrs. 
Bray  and  her  uncle.  Though  that  may  be  ad- 
mitted in  the  husband's  answers  to  the  libel,  the 
wife  is  not  bound  to  depend  on  the  chance  of  that 
^kimission,  coupled  with  such  explanations,  and 
qualifications  as  he  may  choose  to  give.  It  is  not, 
I  think,  possible  to  conceive  cruelty  of  a  more 
grievous  character  (except,  perhaps,  great  personal 
violence)  th^n  the  accMsation  made  by  this  husband 
against  his  wife. 

As  to  its  being  a  proceeding  in  another  Court, 
and  between  other  parties,  this  is,  surely,  the  last 
case  to  which  the  objection  of  res  inter  alios  acta 
can  apply,  for  this  is  the  very  act  of  the  party 
himself — ^it  is  his  own  prosecution — it  is  an  act 
which  he  himself  has  done ;  and,  therefore,  he 
cannot  say — ''  I  was  not  a  party  to  these  proceed- 
ings, and,  consequently,  they  ought  not  to  be  brought 
in  evidence  against  me." 

Now,  in  suits  for  divorce  by  reason  of  adultery. 
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1828.  the  action  of  the  husband  agamst  the  paramour  of 

Hilary  ^^^  Wife,  if  brought  in  proof  against  the  irife,  is 

2dia^  re«  inter  alios  acta :  for  the  wife  is  there  no  party 

—  to  the  action.    The  case,  which  has  been  rrferred 

Bray  •  •  • 

V.         to^  of  Winnington  against  Winnington,  was  still 

^^^'      more  res  inter  alios  acta :  for  a  sentence  in  that 

cause   could  be  no  evidence  in  Brisco  against 

Brisco,  for  neither  of  the  parties  in  the  latter  were 

parties  in  the  former  suit. 

These  additional  articles  may  be  very  shortly 
proved  ;  and,  as  it  was  undertaken  that  the  wife's 
costs  should  not  be  taxed  aigainst  the  husband,  da 
die  in  diem  (a),  but  should  be  reserved  to  the 
close  of  the  suit,  no  objection  on  that  ground  can 
now  be  raised.  If  it  should  turn  out  that  the  ha». 
band  has  been  guilty  of  this  misconduct  towards 
his  wife,  he  may  be  liable  to  costs  as  betweai  party 
and  party,  but  the  claim  to  them,  as  betwdea 
husband  and  wife,  is  waived  for  the  present. 

Under  these  circumstances  I  think  I  am  bouikd 
to  admit  the  articles,  trusting  that  they  will  be 
proved  with  as  little  delay  as  possible. 

Additional  articles  admitted. 

(a)  The  principle  apon  which  the  costs  of  the  wife  are  taxed» 
de  die  in  dienij  against  the  husband,  is  thus  stated  by 
Sanchez  : — '*  Quando  uxor  litem  divortii  adversus  virum  in* 
tenlarety  dubium  non  est^  quin  ei  alimenta  et  litis  expensa  d 
viro  ministranda  sint,  ne  expensis  destituta  d  causd  cadat**'^ 
Sanchez,  Lib.  10.  Disp.  8.  s.  28.  Vide  also  Oughtoii,  tit.  906 
and  207. 

There  is,  however,  an  exception  to  this  rule  when  the  wife 
has  a  separate  maintenance.  Vide  "Wilson  r.  V^ilson ;  Davija 
V,  Pavis,  2  Consistory  Reports,  pp.  203>  204. 
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This  was  an  appeal,  from  the  Episcopal  Con-     Hilary 
sistorial  Court  of  Wells,  in  a  cause  of  the  voluntary     3d^.^ 
promotion  of  the  Office  of  the  Judge.  wheJ^n  the 

The  Citation  was  of  the  following  tenor : —  Arehdeiiwi 

"  Charles  Sandiiford^  Clerk,    Master  of  Arts,  the  proceed- 
Archdeacon  of  the  Archdeaconry  of  Wells,  in  the  n^  s^t 
county  of  Somerset,  to  J.  B.  P.  G.  and  J.  M.  our  J^^^"^ 


hwful  Apparitors,  greeting.      We  do  by  these  ^^^* 
presents  authorize,  empower,  and  strictly  enjoin  before  appear- 

I  1  '    •    At  1  1-1  ance  by  the 

and  ccHmnand  you,  jointly  and  severally,  peremp-  defendant, 
torily  to  cite  or  cause  to  be  cited,  Edward  Prankard,  Siy,*^*"^"^ 
(rf  the  parish  of  Uphill,  in  the  said  county,  and  our  {jJ^YrowSL 
Archdeaconry  and  Jurisdiction,  to  appear  before  us,  conai  to  the 
our  Surrogate,  or  lawful  Deputy,  or  some  other  (w^d 
competent  judge  in  this  behalf,  in  the  Cathedral  ^^n^^" 
Church  of  St.  Andrew  in  Wells  aforesaid,  and  without  anew 
usual  place  of  holding    our  ConsistoriaJ  Archi-  p^ii^hea^**" 
diaconal  Court  [day  and  hour],  then  and  there  to  S^lJ^'SS, 
answer  to  certain  articles  of  our  office  to  be  minis-  A/oc'o.of  ^ 

progreai  ot  tne 

tered  to  him  touching  and  concerning  the  mere  mut  j  and, 
health  of  his  soul,  and  the  correction  and  reforma-  proctorinthe 
ticm  of  his  manners  and  excesses  ;  and,  more  espe-  ^^^av1lS 
dally,  for  quarrelling,  chiding,  and  brawling  in  J^JJ*^^J^^ 
the  parish  Church  of  Uphill  aforesaid,  on  the  third  formal  docu. 
day  of  March  instant,  and  for  laying  violent  hands  ^^)ttiat  u» 
upon  the  Reverend  John  Henry  Gegg,  of  the  ^;^i|^ 
parish  of  Uphill  aforesaid,  on  the  same  third  day  of  ^  *"•  la^ui 

proceedinga  are  valid ;  nor  is  it  a  fatal  otgectieD,  that  the  articles  ware  exhibited  in  the  name 
of  the  naroffaiw^  and  not  of  the  Judge, 
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March  in  the  said  parish  Church,  then  and  theie 
to  be  exhibited  and  objected  to  him  at  the  instance 
of  the  Reverend  Thomas  Deacle,  Clerk,  Rector  of 
the  Rectory  of  the  parish  and  parish  Church  of 
Uphill  aforesaid,  the  promoter  of  our  Office  in  this 
behalf.  And  further  to  do  and  receive  as  unto  law 
and  justice  shall  appertain,  under  pain  of  the  law 
and  cotitempt  thereof. — Ddted,  at  Wells^  the  8th  of 
March,  1826/^ 

On  the  9th  of  March,  Mr.  Deacle  executed  SA 
proxy : — ^That,  Whereas  ^  certain  cause  or  business 
of  office  is  intended  to  be  commenced  in  the  Coor 
sistorial  Archidiaconal  Court  of  Wells,  promote 
by  Deacle  against  Prankard,  I,  the  said  ThonuHl 
Deacle  have  nominated  and  do  hereby  nomimite 
Samuel  Prat,  one  of  the  Procurators  Genei'al  4)1 
the  said  Consistorial  Archidiaconal  Court,  to  btf 
my  true  and  lawful  Proctor  for  me,  and  in  my 
name,  to  appear  before  the  Iteverend  Charl^ 
Sandiford,  Clerk,  Master  of  Arts,  Archdeacon  rf 
the  said  Archdeaconry,  his  Surrogate,  or  Tawlfaf 
Deputy,  or  other  competent  judge  in  this  behalf^ 
and  for  me,  and  in  my  behalf  to  issue,  or  cause  to 
be  issued  the  usual  citation  in  the  said  business,  to 
give  in  articles,  to  receive  the  answers  of  thie  saitf 
Edward  Prankard  thereto ;  to  produce  and  ex- 
amine witnesses  thereupon,  &c.  &c. 

On  the  14th  of  March,  Prat  appeared  before  the 
Reverend  Robert  Foster,  M.  A.,  Surrogate  of  thtf 
Archdeacon  of  Wells,  and  exhibited  this  pirox^, 
and  returned  the  citation. 

On  the  24th  of  March,  Mr.  Prankard,  by  a 
proxy  duly  executed,  appointed  Thomas  Robins, 
one  of  the  Procurators  General  of  the  Consistorial 
Archidiaconal  Court  of  Wells,  to  be  his  lawful 
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Proctor,  and,  in  his  name^  to  appear  brfore  the  ^8^* 

Ait^hdeacon  of  Wells^  in  the  said  'Courts  his  Sur-  Hilary 

ro^te,  or    lawful  Deputy,  or  other  competent  ^ds^S^- 

jddge ;  and  in  his  behalf  to  receive  a(rticles>  if  any  p^jjp" 

should  be  oflfened  by  Deade,  aind  to  act  as  PFOctor,  «. 

until  Ibe  final  determination  of  the  cause,  rati-  ^^*^*^"^ 
Qring  and  confirming,  whatsoever^  as  his  Proctor, 
he  should  lawfully  do. 

Oft  the  26fli  of  April,  both  Proctors  (Prat  and  Archdcacoo-, 

vft   «^      X  1     m     g»  %         'n.  1      !-»    1      ^   death,  and  re- 

Robins)  appeared  before  the  Reverend  Robert  movaiof 
Pester,  M.  A.,  Surrogate  of  the  Vic»  General  of  ^'^^ 
tiie  Lord  Bishop  of  Bath  a:iid  Wells,  and  alleged 
lisBi  like  Reverend  Charles  Sandiford,  the  Ari^h^ 
deaccm  df  Wells,  being  dead,  tlie  Archdeaconry  df 
Wells  was  void,  and  prayed ;  and  the  Judge,  at 
Aeir  petition,  decreed  ^e  several  causes  depending 
in  Hbe  Consistorial  Archidiaconal  Court  of  Wells 
ti^be  brought  into  this  Court,  and  proceeded  in- 
immediately.  They  were,  accordingly,  brought  in' 
by  the  deputy  registrar  of  the  said  Consistorial 
Archidiaconal  Court. 

On  the  same  day.  Prat  exhibited  articles,  which, 
on  the  first  session  of  Trinity  Term,  viz.,  the  30th 
of  May,  were  admitted ;  and  Robins  gave  a  nega^ 
tive  issue. 

The  articles  were  thus  headed : — "  In  the  name  Articles 
of  God,  Amen.  We,  Robert  Foster,  Clerk,  Master 
of  Arts,  Surrogate  of  the    Worshipful   Richard 
Beadon,  Master  of  Arts,  Vicar  General  and  Official 
Principal,  &c.^* 

In  the  second  and  third  articles,  were  pleaded, 
the  6  and  6  Edw,  VI.  c.  4.  s.  1  and  2 :  and  the  two 
succeeding  articles  went  on  to  charge-^ 

**  That  the  said  Edward  Prankard  did,  upon  the 
3d  of  Maroh^  1 826,  brawl,  chide,  and  quarrel  in  the 
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parish  Church  fi£  Uphill  aforesaid,  and  did  thori 
and  tbere^  in  tn  angry  and  passionate  manner, 
accuse  the  said  «Iohn  Henry  G^g  of  iniquity  and 
injustice  whepi  presiding  in  Vestries^  and  throw 
your  finger  close  to  liis  face,  and  say  ^  this  is  not 
my  fist ;'  and  did  then  and  there  use  several  other 
brawling  and  chiding  words  and  exf»ressions  against 
the  said  John  Henry  Gegg.  Also^  that^  upcm  the 
day,  and  in  the  church  aforesaid,  he  did,  in  an 
angry  and  quarrelsome  manner^  lay  violent  hands 
upon  the  said  John  Henry  Gegg,  by  striking  him 
a  violent  blow  on  his  arm>  and  by  repeatedly  posh-^ 
ing  his  head  and  shoulder,  with  great  violence* 
against  the  chest  and  other  parts  of  the  body  of  the 
said  John  Henry  Gegg/' 

In  the  last  article  it  was  prayed,  ^'  that  the  8a]4 
Edward  Prankard  be  duly  corrected  and  puaidied 
according  to  the  exigency  of  the  law,  and  be  coo^ 
demned  in  the  costs/^ 

Upon  these  articles  four  witnesses  were  ex** 
amined ;  and,  after  informations,  the  sentence^  of 
which  the  following  extracts  are  subjoined,  was 
promulged  on  the  16th  of  January,  1827. 

"  In  the  name,  &c.  We,  Robert  Foster,  &c.  Surro- 
gate, &c.  rightly  and  duly  proceeding  in  a  cw» 
tain  cause  of  office^  &c.  And  the  parties  lawfully 
appearing  before  us  in  judgment  by  their  Proctors 
respectively,  and  the  Proctor  of  the  said  Thomas 
Deacle  praying  sentence  to  be  given  for,  and  juck 
tice  to  be  done  to,  his  party,  and  the  Proctor  of  the 
said  Edward  Prankard  praying  for  justice  to 
be  done  to  his  party ;  Therefore  We,  Robert 
Foster,  the  Surrogate  aforesaid,  having  first  ma- 
turely deliberated,  do  pronounce,  decree,  and  de- 
clare that  the  said  Edward  Prankard  did,  not  only 


ARCHES  COURT  O^F  CANTERBURY.  17S 

bywords  quarrel,  chide  or  brawl  in  the  parish        1828. 

church  of  Uphill  ou  the  said  3d  day  of  March  hilIrt 

hst,  but  did  then  and  there  lay  violent  hands  on  3 J^^q. 
Hk  said  John  Henry  (xe^fif;   and  that  the  said        - — - 

Prawkard 

Edward  Prankard  hath,  by  the  latter  of  his  said  v. 

eice«8,  namely,  in  having  laid  violent  hands      ^^^^*- 
upon  the  said  John  Henry  Gegg  at  the  time  and 
in  die  Church  aforesaid,  ipso  facto,  fallen  into  and 
mcurred  the  penalty  of  excommunication,  accord- 
ing to  the  statute  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of 
tiie  reign  of  Edward  VI.  late  king  of  England  in 
that  case  made  and  provided ;  and  for  and  as  a 
person  so  excommunicsited,  ought  to  be  openly 
and  publicly  denounced  in  the  face  of  the  church, 
and  ought  to  be  imprisoned  for  a  time  hot  ex- 
ceeding six  months^  according  to  the  statute  of 
Ae  53d  year  of  the  reign  of  George  the  Third, 
kte  King  'of  England :  And  we  do  by  these  pre- 
sents decree,  that  the  said  Edward  Prankard  be 
so  published  and  denounced,  and  that  he  be  im- 
prisoned for  the  space  of  fourteen  days  accord- 
ingly :   And  we  do  condemn  him  in  the  costs  of 
this  suit.  ^^ 

From  this  sentence,  Prankard  appealed  to  the 
Court  of  Arches.— The  proceedings  in  that  Court 
are  stated  in  the  judgment. 
For  the  Appellant^  Lushington  and  Addams.  ' 
Upon  the  proof  of  the  articles  we  offer  no  ob- 
jection; but,  without  referring  to  the  merits  of 
the  case,  we  contend  that,  on  principle,  the  whole 
proceedings  are  irregular  and  void.  A  citation 
issues  against  Mr.  Prankard  to  appear  in  the  Court 
of  the  Archdeacon  of  Wells  :  previous  to  his  ap- 
pearance, but  subsequent  to  his  executing  a  proxy, 
the  Archdeacon  dies,  and  all  causes  then  depending 
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before  him^  are  removed  into  the  Episcopal  Court 
of  Wells  by  an  order  of  that  Court.  Articles  are  dien 
given,  &nd  the  cause  proceeds  to  saitence.    Them 
is^  however,  nothing  to  show  that  Praukard  wab 
cognizant  of  the  existence  of  the  sait  in  that  Ooukts 
he  has  no  legal  summons  from  it ;  nor  does  -  he 
give  a  voluntary  appearance  in  it,  and  he  is  not 
called  upon  for  answers-^^  decree  which^  thot^ 
irregular  in  these  suits,  not  unfrequaitly  isBues 
from  the  provincial  Courts.    Even  if  a  party  wem 
shown  to  be  cognizant  in  fact^  the  Court  would 
not  conclude  him,  unless  he  were,  formally  and 
legally,    cognizant.      In    Durant  v.  Duraot  (a)^ 
where^  upon  a  decree  for  answers  (to  an  allega^ 
tion  of  faculties)  personally  served  on  the  ProeK 
tor,  the  husband  was  pronounced  in  contempt  tot 
not  appearing ;  this  Court  held  (though  it  ^waii 
admitted  that  the  Defendant   in  that  case  hiil 
ootice),  that  the  only  notice  a  party  was  bound  to 
attend  to  was  a  service  upon  himself: — ^^  whatever 
is  to  be  done,  personally,  by  the  party,  absolutely 
requires,  in  strictness^  a  personal  service  of  tte 
notice  or  decree  for  doing  it  upon  the  party.^* 

It  is  clear  that  if  the  Proctor  had  no  authority 
to  appear  in  the  Episcopal  Courts  all  actsthert 
done  are  nullities.  This  results  from  the  nature 
of  a  proxy,  which  is  thus  restricted  by  Oughton, 
"  Procurator^  genercUiter^  ad  omnia  constituiu$, 
nil  potest  in  istis  gutB  speciale  mandatum  m^ 
^irunt ;  sed  factum  procuratoris  nocet  domino  sH 
hia  qtUB  non  excedunt  fines  mandati^*  (6).  •  Now> 
upon  looking  at  the  proxy  given  by  the  Appdlaal 


(a)  Durant  v.  Daiunt,  1  Add.  114. 
(6)  Tk.  48,  note  6. 
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to  Robiiu^  it  will  appear  that  it  is  confined  to  the 
Archidiaconal  Court :  the  whole  authority  of  the 
Proctor  waa  derived  firam  that  instrument — ^he  is 
bound  by  its  terms,  and  cannot  exceed  its  limita- 
tionsT— that  is  the  efiect  and  meaning  of  a  proxy. 
The  inyariable  practice  of  exhibiting  a  new  proxy, 
cttd  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  is  a  strong 
iUostntion  of  this  argument. 

In  this  case  a  concurrency  <^  jurisdiction  is  not 
shown,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed :  there  are 
many  Archdeacons,  who  enjoy  a  peculiar  jurisdic- 
tioa;  besides,  the  proofs  in  a  criminal  suit  should 
be  accurate  and  precise.  Even  if  it  were  esta^ 
blished  that  the  jurisdictions  are  concurrent,  these 
proceedings  would  be  null  and  invaUd.  The  in^* 
ocmvenience  of  a  different  course  of  practice  is 
quite  manifest — can  it  be  said^  for  example,  that 
a  suit,  originally  instituted  in  the  Court  of  the 
Ar«:hdeacon  of  St.  Albans^  could  be  carried,  on  the 
death  of  the  Archdeacon,  to  the  Episcopal  Court 
at  Lincoln?  And  the  only  difference  between 
such  a  case  and  the  present  arises  from  the  con- 
tig^  ty  of  the  jurisdictions;  as  it,  accidentally, 
happens,  that^  in  this,  both  Courts  are  held  at 
the  same  place.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  King's 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas  is  concurrent^  yet  it 
cannot  be  maintsdned  that  writs  issuing  from  the 
former  Court  are  returnable  into  the  latter.  Wil- 
liams V.  Bott  (a),  and  Thorpe  v.  Mansell  (6),  show 
die  great  strictness  with  which  these  Courts  watch 
criminal  proceedings.  In  the  first  case  the  ob- 
jection was  not  taken  till  after  issue  had  been 
jcxned ;  and  in  both,  the  objection  was  of  form^ 

(a)  "Williams  v.  Bolt,  1  Consistory  Reports,  1. 
(h)  Thorpe  v,  Mansell,  ibid.  4.  (note.) 
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18B8.      and  not  of  essence  and.  substantial  justice^  and  yet 

'^^^i;;;^     it  was  upheld. 

dlSSim  ^^^  further,  two  objections  arise  upon  the  artU 
cles  themselves :  in  the  first  place,  they  do  not  set 
forth  the  S3  Geo.  III.  c.  127,  the  statute  under  which 

^^^^^^^  the  sentence  would  be  carried  into  execution ;  audi 
secondly,  and  principally,  they  are  headed — ^not  i» 
the  name  of  the  ^'  Judge,"  but  of  the  "  Surrogate.';. 
No  instance,  we  submit,  can  be  adduced  of  a  cri- 
minal suit  being  so  instituted.  Oughton,  in  the. 
title — De  modo  procedendi  per  accusationem^  saya; 
^'  Si  quia  crimen  cammiserit^  et  de  eodem  nam 
fuerit  prasentatusj  vel  EpiscopuSy  vel  Archidiaco^ 
nU8  non  processerit  cantrd  eum  per  Inquiaitionem  ; 
qualibet  tamen  persona  habet  interesse^  et  JuDicxi: 
Officium  implorarej  et  voluntarie  promavere  :■  0t 
DeUnquentem,  ad  respondendum  ArticuUs^  e» 
Officio  Judicis  promoto,  ministratis^  in  /tit 
vocare  potest,  et  parti  comparenti  Articulos  (no^ 
mine  Judicis  et  ex  ejus  offido  promotoj  objicere^  et 
ministrare^  et  delinquentem  accusare^^  (a) .  It  must,, 
then,  be  the  office  of  the  Judge  that  is  promoted^^ 
and  the  articles  must  be  given  in  the  name  of  thie 
"  Judge,'^  and  not  of  the  *'  Surrogate." 

This  objection  has  been  taken  in  several  casea^ 
and  always  supported.  Nicholas  v.  Emly  (b),  was. 
a  suit  for  dilapidations,  originally  brought  in  the 
Consistory  Court  of  Sarum,  by  the  Patron  of  the 
Living  against  the  Incumbent.  Upon  the  Incun^. 
bent  being  dismissed  from  the  suit  in  the  Court 
below^  Nicholas  appealed  to  the  Arches;  whcne^ 
Dr.  Bettesworth  (who  was^  at  that  time^  the  Dean)» 
observing  that  the  articles  ran  in  the  name  of  tb4 


/  • 


(a)  1  OughtOD,  tit.  150,  §  1,  2.  (b)  Arches,  1727. 
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^  Surrogate/'  said,  ^'  he  could  take  no  cognizaaoe 
of  them,  and  sent  back  the  process  sealed  up/^ 
A  few  years  afterwards  was  the  case  of  Lewis  t;. 
Grosvenor  {a) — a  suit  of  defamation  by  a  lady  (it 
was^  at  that  time^  usual  to  proceed  criminally  for 
d»t  ofience),  which  came  before  the  same  Judee, 
«  im  appod  from  Hei^ord,  and  was  remitted; 
because  the  articles  were  in  the  name  of  the  '^  Sur-^ 
rogate/' 

Court. — Have  you  taken  any  opportunity  of 
examining  the  sentences^  to  see  that  these  suits 
were  dismissed  on  that  ground  ? 

Argument  resumed. 

We  have  not ;  but  the  cases  are  in  the  hand- 
writing of  Dr.  Compton ;  they  are  copied  by  him, 
and  it  appears  that  both  in  one^  and  in  the  other, 
Dr.  Bettesworth  held  the  objection  fetal,  and 
dedined  entering  into  the  merits. 

Jemur,  and  Dodson — ^for  the  respondent. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  cause  is  of  ecclesiastical 
jiiriadiction^  nor  that  the  proofs^  as  to  the  com- 
mission of  the  offence,  are  sufficient.  Various  ob- 
jections, however^  have  been  taken^  in  respect  to 
the  validity  of  the  proceedings  themselves;  and 
we  admit  they  may  be  taken  (as  they  have  now 
been)  at  the  latest  period  of  the  cause,  provided 
the  defects  complained  of  materially  injure  the 
party^  and  may  have  been  incurable  at  an  earlier 
period. 

First ; — we  apprehend  that  the  appearance  of  the 
defendant,  by  his  proctor,  in  the  Episcopal  Court  of 
Wells,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  that 
Courts  and  in  this — the  Court  of  Appeal  (such  as 
^>ringiiig  up  the  appeal,  suing  out  an  inhibition,giv- 

(a)  Ardies,  Hil.  Term,  1793, 
VOL.  I.  N 
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ing  a  proxy,  and  exhibiting  a  libel  cf  appeal,  by 
which  the  proctor  in  the  Court  below  is  recogniased 
as  the  lawful  proctor  ef  the  defendant)^  have  cured 
the  allied  defect  of  the  citation,  and  remoyed  all 
the  supposed  grieyances.  After  such  recognitioiui 
it  cannot  be  successfully  contended  by  the  appab 
lant  that  he  was  not  cognizant  of  the  progrewwf 
the  suit  in  the  Court  appealed  from;  and  if  IkA 
were  not  personally  present,  it  was  clear  that  fat 
was  by  proxy,  and,  therefore,  legally  presetatt. 
Williams  v.  Bott,  and  Thorpe  v.  Mansdl^  that  hate 
been  cited,  do  not  ^ply ;  nor  is  Durant's  caae  m 
point :  in  that  case  the  husband  had  no  iegA  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  decree ;  and  the  doeferfne 
of  this  Court  has  been,  since  the  passing  of  die  SM 
Oeo.  IIL  c.  127,  that  the  party  should  hare  a deK 
and  positive  knowledge  (but  not,  in  all  caaes^iA; 
personal  knowledge,  if,  for  instance^  wilful  abieDm 
can  be  shown),  before  the  punishment,  under  llwt 
statute,  be  inflicted  upon  him.  FurAer:  in 
the  absaice  of  any  proof  to  the  conttary,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  episcopid  and  archidiM 
conal  jurisdiction  are  concurrent ;  and  the  invoca^ 
tion  of  causes,  therefore,  is  not  irregular. 

Secondly ; — ^the  use  of  the  Surrogate's  name  Imi 
been  much  pressed  as  a  fatal  objection :  in  reason 
and  principle  it  does  not  seem  to  have  been  ihn 
properly  adopted,  as  he  was  the  Judge  de  facifK 

Thirdly;— the  5  and  6  Ed.  VI.,  under  which 
the  ofience  is  charged,  is  set  forth  in  the  articles : 
but  the  53d  Geo.  III.  c.  127,  §  3,  only  modifiw 
the  punishment;  it,  therefore,  need  not  to  tie 
pleaded,  and,  in  the  sentence,  it  is  noticed.  On 
the  whole  we  submit,  that  the  irregularities,  if  any^ 
are  not  of  sudi  a  character  as,  at  this  stage  ti[  the 
cause,  to  quash  the  whole  proceedings. 
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rqify,  k  was  said — diat  the  proxy  exhibited 
e  £!ouit  of  Appeal  has  no  retrospective  effect ; 
libels  of  appeal  are  uniform,  and  can  only 
f  be  taken  as  admiesions  that  certain  proceed- 
kave  been  had  de  facto ;  and  in  respect  of 
proaHnption  as  to  a  concurrency  of  jurisdic- 
.y  or  otherwise,  a  sentence  of  excommunication 
sordy  can  never  be  imposed  on  mere  presumption. 
Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  sentence  of  the  Epis- 
copal Consistorial  Court  of  Wells,  in  a  cause  of 
Office  instituted  against  Edward  Prankard^  for 
^  qiiarrdling,  chiding,  and  brawling,  and  laying 
violent  bands  upon  the  Reverend  John  Henry 
Qtt^gg^  Clerk,  in  the  parish  church  of  Uphill,  on 
the  3d  of  March,  1826.''  That  sentence  was  de- 
Kveicd  on  the  16tli  of  January,  1827,  declaring 
that  the  articles  were  proved^  and  imposing  the 
penalties  consequent  upon  the  violation  of  the  5 
and  6  Edward  VI.  c.  4, — in  some  degree  altered 
by  the  53  Geo.  III.  c.  127.  §  3.  An  appeal, 
however,  to  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  was 
interposed,  and  duly  prosecuted,  and  the  case 
haying  been  argued  on  a  former  day,  it  has  now 
hecone  my  duty  to  pronounce  judgment  on  that 
iqppeal. 

The  transaction,  as  laid  in  the  articles,  took 
]^aee  at  a  vestry-me^ng,  hdd  in  the  parish 
duircfa,  and  called  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting 
the  rates  and  assessments.  At  this  vestry  were 
present  the  Reverend  Mr.  Deacle,  the  rector  o1 
the  partial— ^e  Reverend  Mr.  Gegg,  who,  I  ap- 
piebcnd^  is  the  curate,  and  who  has  been  resident 
lA:  tlK.  parish  above  twenty  yeanh—Hancock,  one 
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of  the  churchwardens— Prankard,  the  defiendnity 
one  of  the  collectors  of  the  rates, — and  %syer$i. 
other  parishioners.  Prankard  was  in  possesdm 
of  the  rates,  but  was  unwilling  to  produce  lAn&m 
for  inspecticHi,  though  requested,  and  urged  so  to 
do ;  and  it  was  in  the  course  of  this  discuasMi 
that  the  brawling  and  smiting  are  alleged^  ia  the 
articles,  to  have  occurred*  m  ' 

Four  witnesses  have  beai  examined  in  support 
of  the  charge^  and  they  sufficiently  prove  it.  'Hie 
first  witness  is  the  churchwarden,  Mr.  Hancock^ 
jun'.,  who  thus  deposes  on  the  fourth  and  fifth 
articles :— • 

''  That,  on  the  3d  of  March,  1826,  there  was  a 
vestry-meeting  in  the  parish  church  of  Uphill,  at 
which  he  was  present,  and  also  Edward  Prankav^ 
the  defendant,  and  several  other  parishioners ;  ifatti 
after  the  notice  for  the  vestry  was  read,  Prankard 
pulled  a  paper  out  of  his  pocket,  and  said,  *  theM 
was  the  amount  of  the  rates  */  on  which  the  Rb^ 
verend  Mr.  Gegg  adced,  where  the  rates  waei 
Prankard,  in  a  loud  and  angry  manner,  answered^ 
'  that  he  would  show  the  rates  in  his  own  handi^ 
but  would  not  let  them  go  out  of  his  hands  to  aAy 
person ;'  and,  shortly  afterwards,  in  an  angry  and 
quarrelsome  manner,  told  Gegg  that  he  paid  ne 
poor-rates  for  the  house  he  lived  in,  and  that  he 
(Prankard)  was  as  honest  a  man  as  he  (Gegg)  was ; 
and  several  times  threw  his  finger  close  to  G^j^a 
fece,  upon  which  Gegg  said,  ^  don't  insult  me,  70a 
are  throwing  your  fist  in  my  fiu^,^  and  turned  hiii 
back  towards  Prankard,  who  then  said,  ^  It  is  not 
my  fist,  this  is  my  fist,'  clenching  his  hand^  and* 
holding  it  up  before  his  own  face :  shortly  afteir^ 
wards,  Prankard  put  the  rates  into  Deade'a  habd%- 
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who  delivered  them  to  G^g^  upon  which  Prankard 
few  at  Gegg^  and  fell  upon  hfm,  seizing  him  by 
the  arm,  and  endeavouring  to  get  the  rates  out  of 
Itts  band99  and  pinned  him  against  the  wall,  push- 
ing his  head  and  shoulder  against  Greg's  breast 
with  great  violence^  as  great  as  he  could,  and  ap- 
peared to  be  in  a  very  great  passion;  during  which 
Geg^  called  out  for  help  two  or  three  times ;  de- 
^ponent  went  to  his  assistance^  and  pulled  Prankard 
away  by  force,  who  shortly  afterwards  left  the 
church/' 

This  witness,  who  was  oflScially  present^  and 
attending  to  the  whole  proceeding,  and  who  is  an 
indiflferent  person,  is  confirmed  by  the  Reverend 
Mr.  Geggj  and  two  other  witnesses^  so  that  the 
unlawM  and  indecent  conduct  imputed  is  fully 
established.  Against  these  proofs  nothing  is  op- 
.poaed ;  the  defendant  has  tendered  no  all^ation, 
vnd  has  not  addressed  any  interrogatories  to  the 
witnesses ;  and,  even  in  argument^  it  has  not  been 
attraapted  to  deny  that  the  case  is  made  out  as 
xeepects  the  merits.  So  far^  then,  as  regai^ds  the 
&cts,  there  is  no  question^  nor  difficulty. 

As  little  doubt  can  there  be^  that  this  is  an 
ecclesiastical  o£fence.  The  statute  of  Edward  VI. 
was  passed  expressly  to  protect  the  church,  and 
dmrchyard,  against  being  made  the  scene  of  these 
uncharitable  and  unseemly  acts  of  quarrelling^ 
and  violence,  so  ill  suited  to  the  place.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  enforce  the  law,  which, 
though  of  ancient  date>  is  in  no  degree  obsolete,  nor 
grown  into  desuetude ;  for  it  has  uniformly  since 
been  acted  upon  whenever  its  violation  has  been 
brought  to  the  notice  of  these  Courts.  The  statute 
its^  has  anneie^  tbepenalty>  viz.  for  brawling— 
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Biwpeiisioii  ah  u^ressu  eedesim:  for  8tnitiiigi-M- 
Hilary  excommunication  ipso  facto ;  but  the  raibseqiieftt 
u^nhm  s*^^^^'  ^  ^^*  m*'  b^  qualified  the  punislHiMlit 
of  excommunication,  and  substituted  impriowa- 
mentj  for  any  time  not  ex<!eeding  six  mon^s.  It 
has  not,  however,  given  to  these  Courts  the  power 
of  carrying  into  execution,  by  their  own  authorityy 
the  sentence  of  imprisonment ;  but  of  pronouiiGkig 
the  quantum  within  the  above  Umit  of  six  motiti^ 
and  of  certifying  the  sentence  into  Chancery,  wheMfe 
a  writ  in  conformity  is  to  issue.  Here,  then^  ^ 
facts  being  proved,  there  was  a  power  to  have  im- 
posed a  severer  sentence :  the  Judge,  howev^,  htt 
mitigated  the  penalty,  by  reducing  the  term  to  frnxst- 
teen  days.  The  Court  below,  therefore,  was  fiiiljr 
justified  on  the  merits,  and  no  ground  of  appeid 
existed ;  and  unless  some  new  objection  to  the  4rit 
mality  of  the  proceedings  be  offered,  I  should  fiMh 
nounce  against  the  appeal,  with  costs,  and  remit  Mffe 
cause.  •' 

This  is  the  view  of  the  case  which  the  CMMt  te 
disposed  to  take  upon  the  merits.  Something  IMW, 
then^  must  be  offered  in  this  Court,  which  was  ttot 
offered  in  the  Court  below.  No  attempt  has  been 
made,  in  this  Court,  by  the  appellant,  to  palliate 
the  nature  of  the  offence,  or  dispute  the  sufficiency 
of  the  proofs :  but,  at  the  very  hearing  in  this,  Aie 
Court  of  Appeal,  an  objection  is  raised,  for  the  first 
time,  to  the  form  of  the  proceedings;  and,  it  is  at^ 
gned,  that  such  an  irregularity  has  found  its  way 
into  the  cause,  that  the  whole  is  a  nullity^  and  tbttt 
the  party  is  entitled  to  a  dismissal.  This  objectidli 
is  taken^  not  in  respect  to  any  want  of  jurisdiction 
on  the  Subject-matter — tho  offence  Conunitted ;  foe 
that  B»  an  objection  that  may  be  taken  at  any  time, 
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«mn  after  sentence  {a)  ;-r-not  upon  any  informalUy, 
lifk whidi  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case  has  be^ 
defeated^  or  which  was  attaided  with  any  injury 
t^  &e  appellant, — such  as  that  he  had  not  the  full 
flwana  of  defence  against  the  charges ; — not  upon 
■ly  Gtrcomstance  which^  if  irregular^  might  not 
have  been  known,  and  taken  advantage  of  in  an 
ourlier  stage  of  the  business,  either  immediately  it 
oceuraed,  or,  at  all  events,  before  sentence  in  the 
Court  below^  or,  as  a  ground  of  appeal  to  be  stated 
in  the  prtBsertim : — ^but  after  the  party  has  gone 
OR  throughout  the  whole  proceeding  in  the  Court 
at  Wdls,  of  which  he  was  de  facto  conusant  (for 
it  Ins  not  boen^  and  cannot  be,  suggested  that  he 
was  not  conusant),  acting  by  his  de  facto  proctor^ — 
who  prayed  articles,-r-went  to  sentence, — and  en- 
tered ao  appeal  ;r— ^er  he  has  proiceeded  in  the  Cour( 
of  Appeal,  and  regularly  appointed  a  pnoctor  to 
pfoaocute  the  appeal^ — ^wfaich  proctor  brings  in  the 
appeal-r-gives  a  libel — and  goes  on  to  sentence ; — 
at  the  very  hearing — the  objection  started  is, — that 
the  defeni^uit  was  not  legally^  ii^  point  of  form,  be- 
fore the  Court,  from  which  the  appeal  is  brought, — 
the  J^NScopal  Court  of  Wells. 
•  The  proceedings,  out  of  which  the  objection 
arises^  are  contained  in  the  process  sent  up  from 
the  Court  of  Wells.  The  first  entry  in  that 
Court  is : — 

^  Third  session,  Easter  Term,  1826,  before  Robert 
Foster,  Clerk,  Surrc^te  of  Richard  Beadon,  Vicar 
(Beneial^  and  Official  Principal,  of  the  Bishop  of 
Bath  and  Wells,  in  the  presence  of  William  Par- 
fitt,  Deputy  R^istrar.    Robins  and  Prat  alleged^ 

(id)  Yidd— Darby  v.  Cosens,  1  T.  R.  5&5 :  and  Leman  v. 
Goolty,  3  T.  R,  4,F— as  to  jirohibiiioiiB  after  sentence. 
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diat  the  Archdeacon  of  Wells  was  desd^  ami  the 
Archdeaccmry  vacant^  and  prayed^  and  the  Judgie 
decreed,  the  several  causes^  ui  the  Coosktariai 
Archidiaconal  Court  of  Wdls,  to  be  brought  into 
this  Courts  and  to  be  proceeded  on  umnediatd|Ml' 

The  proceedugs  were  accordingly  brought  m 
by  the  deputy  r^istrar  of  the  Archidiaconal 
Court.  The  deputy  registrar  of  both  Courts  is  the 
same  person — Parfitt ;  and  both  Courts  are  held 
in  the  same  place — the  cathedral  church  of  Welka 
Among  the  proceedings  brought  in  was  the  ori- 
ginal citation  in  the  suit^  described,  ^^  The  office  4if 
the  Judge  promoted  by  Deaele  t;.  Prankard  (a)*^ 

The  proxy  agned  by  Deaele,  is  not  an  immatA* 
rial  document :  it  is  dated  on  the  9th  of  March  (ft^ 

On  the  14th  of  March  the  citation  is  returmd^ 
personally  served,  and  the  certificate  is  contumed 
to  the  11th  of  April,  the  first  session  of  Easter  Teim» 
On  that  day  nothing  was  done  ;  the  Archdeaosa 
being  dead.  These  are  all  the  stages  of  the  caufe 
in  the  Archidiaconal  Court  of  Wells ;  the  remaindes 
of  the  proceedings  were  had  in  the  Episcopal 
Court.  .    .  ; 

The  next  instrument  is  the  proxy,  dated  die. 
24th  of  March,  from  the  defendant  Prankard  to 
Robins  (c). 

On  the  third  session  of  Easter  Term>  April 
26th,  Robins  appears  in  the  Episcopal  Court 
of  Wells  for  Prankard ;  exhibits  his  proxy^  and 
prays  articles^  otherwise  his  client  to  be  di^ 
missed.  The  articles  are  accordingly  brought  in, 
and  stand  upon  admis^on. 


(a)  Vide  p.  169,  suprd.  (b)  Vide  p.  170,  suprd, 

(c)  Vide  p.  170,  suprd. 
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are  admitted;  a  n^ative  issue  is  given;  and,      hiuolt 
from  that  time,  the  cause,  proceeds,  by  the  usual    ^^l^j^ 
steps,  in  the  Episcopal  Court  of  Wells,  and  in  this       — 
Cmirt: — no  subsequ^Qt   irr^ularity^    in   either         «. 
Court,  is  su^ested.  d«aom. 

The  first  objection  taken  is,  that  the  citation  is 
BuU^  for  that  haying  required  an  appearance  in  the 
Aidiidiaconal  Court,  the  Episcopal  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction. 

In  answer  it  is    said,  ^ratj  that  the  citation 
is  not  essential  to  the  proceeding,  if  the  party 
appears:  the  object  of  it  is  to  bring  the  party 
before  the  Court:  if  it  is  irregular,  he  may  appear 
and.  object — ^if  not  served,  he  need  not  appear  at 
all ;  but  if  he  appears,  he  waives  any  objection  so  Appearance 
fiur  as  respects  the  formality  of  the  citation.    In  ^jj^^ 
this  case  he  appears  by  his  alleged  proctor  ( whe-  [jjl^ fo^^SSty* 
tber  that  proctor,  was  sufficiently  authorized^  I  will  of  the  pro- 
presently  consider)^ — he  prays  articles,  joins  issue^ 
goes  on  to  a  hearing — appeals^  and  gives  a  new 
proxy  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.     This  appearance, 
if  sufficiently  authorized,  and  these  steps  have  then 
healed  any  informality  in  the  citation ;  and  bind 
him  to  subsequent  proceedings. 

It  is,  however,  rejoined,  that  the  proxy  was  to 
appear  in  the  Archidiaconal  Court,  that  tliere  was 
no  authority  to  appear  in  the  Episcopal  Court ; 
and,  therefore,  that  it  was  no  legal  appearance. 
But  this  is  the  act  of  Prankard^s  own  Proctor, 
the  person  he  had  intrusted  to  defend  him :  and 
there  is  no  attempt,  no  affidavit,  to  show  that 
the  party  was  ignorant,  in  fact,  of  the  proceed- 
ing ; — the  proctors,  the  registrar,  and  the  place 
are  the  same.    If  there  had  been  no  proxy  at 
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1888.      all,  would  that  render  the  proceedings  null,  tin- 

hjuj^y      1^^  ^t  could  be  proved  there  was  no  iBiuthorhgr 

J^Ulm    ^  fa^>  ^^^  ^^   Principal  ignorant  thiBit  Ae 

cause  was  in  progress  in  the  Episcopal  Comt^ 

and  thus  had  lost  the  opportunity  of  defending 

seM^iit  hii^^V^    I  know  not  that  such  a  position  \mk 

no  proxy  at      bccu  maintained  by  any  text-writer ;  and  no  pre- 

bU  were  firiYciia  * 

the  proceed,  ccdeut  has  been  cited .  The  proxy  is  not  essential^ 
^n^v^i^  except  to  secure  the  adverse  party,  and  to  proteet 
tttttnTaoihir^  the  proctors;  but  if  the  case  goes  on,  and  tfie 
tity  wan  giTen,  knowledge  of  the  party  is  established^  I  cannot 
p^octo^;  and^  Understand  that  all  acts  are  void.  Here^  too^  there 
d!^*il^J^^  was  a  proxy,  and  it  has  not  been,  and  cannot,  in 
rant  of  them,    comuion  scnse,  be  contended  that  the  authority 

The  proxy  18  i*.  ii  i  j 

only  esKQtiai  assertcd  to  be  given,  and  to  have  been  acted  on, 
adTmTparty,  ^^^  "ot  that  intended  to  be  given — viz.y  an  authou 
SfpJJSS^  rity  to  defend  Prankard  from  this  charge. 

But  Prankard  has,  I  apprdiend,  legally  recog- 
nised that  Robins  was  his  proctor  in  the  Epiaoo^ 
pal  C(mrt ;  for  he  has  executed  a  proxy  to  a  prae- 
tor of  this  Court,  authorising  him  to  prosecute  this 
appeal — to  give  in  a  libel — and  to  do  all  other 
necessary  acts, — and  engaging  to  ratify  and 
confirm  the  same  (a).  Whatever  then  has  be^i 
done  here  by  his  proctor,  is  the  same  as  if  done  by 
the  party. 

The  first  act  here  is  the  libel  of  appeal ;  which, 
after  setting  forth,  that  a  certain  cause  of  promot- 

(a)  This  proxy  was,  in  snbstanoe,  as  follows  :-— 
**  Whereas  there  is  now  depending,  in  the  Arches  Coorjt  tf 
Canterbury,  a  certain  cause  or  business  of  appeal  and  complaint 
of  nullity  between  Edward  Prankard,  heretofore  of  the  parish 
of  Uphill,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  in  the  diocese  of  Bath  and 
WioUs,  and  province  of  Canterbury,  bat  since  and  now  -of  the 
parish  of  Wriipgton,  in  the  same  county,  diocese,  and  proyiiioe» 
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ing  Ihe  office  of  the  worshipfiil  Richard  Beadon, 
M.Am  Vioar-General^  &e.,  and  Official  Principal 
ei  the  Consistorial  Episcopal  Court  of  Wells,  at 
the  instance  of  Deacle  against  Prankard^  was 
lately  depending  in  the  said  Court  before  the 
•Judge  aforesaid — thus  proceeds  in  the  third  article : 
— ''^  That  the  proctor  of  the  said  Edward  Prankard 
believing  his  party  to  be  very  much  injured  and 
^^[griev^,  by  and  from  all  and  singular  the  nulli- 
ties and  grievances  in  the  said  proceeding,  hath 
rightly  and  duly  appealed/' 

He  had^  then,  a  proctor  in  the  Episcopal  Courts 
and  that  proctor  has  duly  appealed.  The  appeal 
is  brought  up  in  supply  of  proof,  and  shows  who 
that  proctor  was : — 

the  party  promoting  the  said  cause  or  business  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  Rey.  Thomas  Deacle^  Clerk,  Rector  of  the  Rectory  of 
the  Parish  and  Parish  Church  of  Uphill  aforesaid,  ikte  party 
•gainst  whom  the  said  cause  is  promoted  on  the  other  part. 

**  Now  know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I  the  said  Edward 
Prankard,  &c.  do  appoint  Edward  Toller,  the  elder,  and  Ed- 
ward Toller  the  younger,  notaries  public,  &c.  to  be  my  true- 
tnd  lawful  Proctors  and  Proctor  for  and  in  my  name  to  appear 
before  the  Right  Honorable  Sir  John  Nicholl,  Knight,  &c.  and 
exhibit  this  my  special  proxy,  and  pray,  and  procure  the  same 
to  be  enacted,  and,  in  virtue  thereof,  to  give  a  libel,  &c.  and  to 
receive  an  allegation  or  allegations,  if  any  be  given,  by  or  on  the 
part  and  behalf  of  the  said  Rev.  Thomas  Deacle,  Clerk,  &c.  and 
generally  to  do  all  and  every  other  act,  matter  or  thing,  that 
shall  or  may  be  necessary  or  expedient  to  be  done  on  my  behalf 
in  or  about  the  premises  until  a  definitive  sentence  in  writing  or 
final  decree  shall  be  had  or  given  in  the  said  cause,  &c. ;  and 
whatsoever  my  said  Proctors  or  Proctor,  their  or  his  Substi- 
tute or  Substitutes,  shall  lawfully  do  or  cause  to  be  done  herein, 
I  do  by  virtue  of  the  presents  hereby  promise  to  ratify  and  con- 
firm the  same.   In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand 
and  seal,  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1827.  EDWARD  PRANKARD." 

Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  us,  &c.  &c. 
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^8a8>  <'  In  the  name  of  God,  Amen .  I,  Thomas  Robini; 

HIL4LRV      <»a^  of  the  proctors  of  the  Consistorial  Episc^^pal 
^^Sm.    ^"^  ^^  Wells,  the  lawful  proctor  of  Edward 
^  —       Prankard^  &c.  and  signed^  Thomas  Robins  :" —  ' ' 
V.  Here^  then^  Prankard,  by  his  proctor  in  this 

'^*^^*'     Court,  recognizes  the  feet,  that  his  proctor  in  the 
Episcopal  Court  had  appealed,  and  that  that  proctor 
was  Robins.     Surely  this  removes  the  objection, 
and  estops  him  from  asserting  that  he  was  not^  le* 
gaily,  before  the  Episcopal  Court  at  Wells. 
Qiuvre— whe.       Rut,  secondljf^  is  this — that  it  was  coram  nan 
SSmSIu^"  J^^^^ — ^^^  ^"^  objection  in  form  ?   and  is  there 
Ei^^p^       any  irr^ularity  in  the  proceedings  even  formally  ? 
ooDcuTent,  it   The  general  jurisdiction  of  the  diocese  is  m  the 
hlrit^,  ^7!^   Rishop,  and  Archdeacons  only  have  that  which  tfie 
d^  of  the     Bishop  chooses  to  grant  out  to  them.    Causes  of 
Archdeaooo,to  ofBce,  in  particular,  belong  to  the  Rishop^  unlesjsi 
caoMin  his     Specially  granted  ^  and  there  afe  sufficient  grounds 
SS^Sa  ^^'^  '^  presume,   till  the  contrary  is  shown,  that,  at 
Court.  least,  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  was,  in  this  case> 

reserved.  The  Archdeacon  is  termed  ocultis  epis^ 
copiy  and  by  general  law,  and  primd  facie,  his 
duty  is  to  assist  the  Rishop  {a).  This  presumption 
is  strengthened,  in  the  present  instance,  by  the  regu- 
larity observed  in  the  mode  of  invoking  the  causes; 

(a)  The  office  of  the  Archdeacon  is  thus  described  in  a  letter 
from  Pope  Innocent  the  third : — ''  Sane  consuluit  nos  tme 
Jratemitatis  devotio^  quid  ad  officium  Archidiaconi  debeai 
pertinerCf  et  in  quibus  per  ipsum  cura  Episcopalis  solicitU" 
dinis  debeat  reievari  ;  et  nos  prout  possumus  respondemus  .*-:— 
Archidiaconus  ^secundum  statuta  Beati  IsidoriJ  imperai 
Subdiaconis  et  Levitts;  Parochiarum  solicit udo^  et  earum 
ordinatio  ad  ipsum  pertinet^  et  audire  debet  jurgia  singula^ 

rum Item  in  EpistolA  Beati  dementis  Papa  Prcede^ 

cessoris  nostri,  Oculus  Episcopi  Archidiaconus  appeU 
latury  ut  loco  Episcopi  per  Episcqpatum  prospiciens,  qu€B 
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by  the  style  of  the  Court,  ''the  Consistorial  Archi-      ^*2d. 
diaconal/'  by  its  being  held  in  the  same  place,  by     hilart 
its  being  freque&ted  by  the  same  proctors,  and  by    ^7S^* 
its  having  the  same  r^istrar  with  the  Episcopal        — 
Court — it  is  not  a  foraneous  distant  judisdiction.        ^^^^ 
Hie  Archdeacon's  authority  is  rather  given  to  re-     ^^^<^^ 
Here,  than  to  exclude,  the  Bishop ;  and  if  he  dies, 
it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  suitors  that  all  proceed- 
ings are  immediately  moved  into  the  Episcopal 
Court,  and  that  the  business  goes  r^ularly  forward. 
I  can  see  no  impropriety,  ncH*  inconvenience,  in  such 
%  practice,  and  no  ill^ality  in  point  of  principle ; 
and  from  what  was  done  without  objecticm  taken 
by  the  d^ndant  or  his  proctor,  who,  as  his  proctor, 
appeared  and  exhibited  his  proxy  in  the  Episcopal 
Gouit,  there  is  sufficient  to  presume,  that  it  is  the  Ungesof  dtr- 
course  and  usage  of  this  particular  diocese:  and  it  in  aspect  to 
is  well  known  that  the  different  dkx^eses  have  their  j^S^r/ 
peculiar  usages,    and  those   usages,    in   respect  ^j^^'^Sai 
to  tiie  exercise  of  jurisdiction,  constitute  pretty  poUcyofiaw, 
much  the  law  in  the  particular  case,  unless  they  be  ^y  be  ^^ 
eoutrary  to  the  genaral  policy  of  the  law,  and  to  liJ^*?^™. 

jugtice.  ticular  dioceie 

If,  then,  there  is  no  irregularity,  no  nullity,  in 
the  Episcopal  Court  invoking  the  cause,  and  be- 
coming a  competent  jurisdiction,  the  citation,  and 
proxy,  are  both  in  due  form ;  for  the  citation  runs, 
'^  to  appear  before  the  Archdeacon,  his  Surrogate 

corrigenda  viderit,  corrigat  ei  emendet^  nisi  aded/uerint 
ardua  negotia^  quod  absque  majoris  sui  prtesentid  nequeant 
ttrminari.*' — Decret.  Greg.  Lib.  1.  tit.  23.  c.  7. 

And  Liodwood  sajs, — ^*  VisUationem  per  modum  5crtc/a« 
tianis  simplicis  tanquam  Vicarius  Episcopi  habet  Archidiam, 
conns  de  jure  communis  sed  in  iaU  scrutatione  ut  nomine 
sua  eorrectionesfdciat^  prceterquam  in  levioribus^nisi  consue» 
tuio  koc  sibi  tribnaifjus  non  Aa&df.**— lindwood— Z>f  OJicio 
Archidiaconif  p.  49. 
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or  other  competent  judge,''  and  so  ako  ik4 
proxy — '^  before  the  Archdeacon,  his  Surrogate, 
or  other  competent  judge/^  If^  by  the  deadi  ei 
the  Archdeacon,  and  the  removal  of  the  suits.  Urn 
Chancellor  had  authority  to  proceed,  he  became 
the  competent  judge;  and  Robins,  Prankaidid 
proctor^  did  right  in  giving  an  appearance^  aad 
exhibiting  his  proxy  in  the  Episcopdi  Court.  It 
was  clearly  so  und^vtood  in  that  Courts  and  it 
appears  so  to  have  been  understood  in  the  Court 
of  Arches,  when  the  appeal  was  entered^  when  the 
libel  of  appeal  was  brought  in,  and  when  the  new 
fMPoxy  was  given :  and  the  objection  was  only  taken 
at  the  hearings  it  being  then  clear  that  there  wei 
no  possibility  of  any  other  defisnce.  2  am  o£ 
<^inion,  therefore,  that  though  the  citation  wee 
to  appear  before  the  Ardideacon^  and  though 
the  proxy  was  conformable  thereto,  the  exhibitioa 
of  that  proxy  in  the  Episcopal  Court,  and  an  ap* 
pearance  there,  after  the  cause  had  been  invoked* 
do  not,  when  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  are 
considered,  present^  at  this  late  stage^  an  objection 
which  renders  the  suit,  from  the  banning  to 
the  end,  a  mere  nullity. 

The  second  objection  taken  is,  that  the  artides 
are  in  the  name  of  the  Surrogate^  and  not  c^ 
the  Judge — ^the  Official  Principal : — ^^  The  Revei^ 
end  Robert  Foster,  Surrogate  of  Richard  Bea- 
don.^^  Now,  unless  there  should  be  adduced 
some  clear  authority  holding  this  to  be  irre- 
gular^ and  illegal,  I  should  deem  it  to  be  more 
correct  and  proper:  for  the  suit  is  described  as 
the  office  of  the  Judge  promoted ;  the  citation  is 
to  appear  before  the  Judge^  or  his  Surrogate,  and, 
in  this  case,  the  qffice  of  the  Judge  is  exarcised  by 
his  Surrogate.    The  whole  is  done  by  and  befoie 
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his  Surrogate ;  and  though  it  is  proper  and  necesk 
lary  to  insert  the  name  of  the  Judge  whose  func- 
tions the  Surrogate  is  executing,  lest  the  Chancellor 
himself  should  be  unqualified  from  having  no 
jarisdiction ;  still  the  Surrogate  of  the  Chancellor 
is  the  person  exercising  the  office  which  is  pro- 
moted,— he  is,  quoad  hoc,  the  Judge. 

Unless,  then^  there  can  be  produced  some  clear 
and  decided  authorities  wh^re  this  has  been  held 
a  fatal  error^  I  can  see  no  ground  to  allow  the 
abjection.  No  authority  has  been  quoted  from 
hooks,  nor  any  dicta  of  judges,  except  two  cases 
about  a  century  ago,  before  Dr.  Bettesworth,  the 
then  Dean  of  the  Arches,  of  which  some  slight 
notes  have  been  referred  to  in  argument — viz. 
Nididas  v.  Emly  in  1727;  and  Lewis  t;.  Gro(»f 
venor  in  1733.  Both  these  cases  are  said  to  have 
been  dismissed,  because  the  articles  were  in  the 
name  of  the  Surrogate.  I  have  caused  a  search 
to  be  made  into  the  Arches  papers,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  be  collected,  from  those  papers,  to  lead 
me  to  suppose  that  the  suits  were  dismissed  on  the 
(grounds  sdleged;  nor  to  confirm  the  statement 
given  in  the  notes  (a).  Lewis  v.  Grosvenor  was  a 
wut  for  defamation :  and  though  it  is  not  now 
lery  usual  to  make  such  matters  a  ground  of  cri- 
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(a)  There  are  two  contemporaneous  suits,  entitled  Nicholas 
o.  Emly :  one  descrihed  as  **  Causa  Appellatianis^^*  the  other 
as  *^  Vauta  Dilapidatioms.^*  Nicholas  was  patron,  Emlj 
was  rector  of  the  Church :  fhe  former  suit,  as  appears  from 
&e  sentence  porrected,  was  a  hnsiness  of  calling  in  and  re- 
▼okii^  a  faculty  for  the  repairs  and  alterations  of  the  par- 
sonage. The  Court  below,  at  Sarum,  refused  so  to  do ;  but 
the  Conrt  of  Arches  reversed  that  sentence.  The  other — the 
'*  Causa  Dilapidationis^*^  appears  to  have  been  an  original 
suit  in  the  Arches,  to  which  Emly  appeared  under  protest : 
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minal  prosecution,  yet  formerly^  after  the  twelye 
months  (a),  in  which  a  civil  suit  could  be  brougbt 
for  defamation^  had  elapsed^  it  was  held  that^i 
party  could  be  proceeded  against  by  articles.  U 
seems  that  this  case  was  quoted^  by  one  of  the 
counsel  in  argument,  in  Austen  v.  Dugger:  it 
was  not  noticed  in  the  judgment  (6) ;  but  it  ap»^ 
pears^  by  a  note,  that  the  counsel,  in  reply,  said, 
^'  that  the  judge^  whose  surrogate  gave  the  articles; 
was  not  named  at  all.^^  This,  I  admit,  would  be  a 
good  and  valid  objection,  because  no  jurisdicti<m 
is  shown.    However,  there  is  so  much  difficult 

his  protest  was  allowed,  and  he  was  dismissed,  but  thene 
is  nothing  to  show  that  it  was  a  sait  of  office.  —  Among 
the  papers,  howeTer,  of  the  late  Dr.  Swabey,  a  note  of  tins 
caise,  in  the  hand-writing  of  Dr.  Audley  (at  that  time  at  Uie 
Bar),  has  been  discovered,  and  kindly  communicated  to  Ap 
Editor: — 

**  Nicholas  v,  Emly.  Arches,  1726.  From  Sarum.— Ap- 
pealed from  the  rejection  of  articles  against  a  clergyman  fbr 
dilapidations,  promoted  by  the  patron  of  the  living.  The 
articles  ran  in  the  name  of  the  surrogate  who  sat  that  day. 
The  Dean  thought  this  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  judge  below 
to  reject  them ;  and,  therefore,  remitted  the  cause.  Dr.  Strahao, 
for  the  appellant,  said,  he  saw  no  reason  why  the  judge,  who 
sat,  might  not  object  articles  in  his  own  name,  as  well  as  give 
sentence,  or  sign  an  excommunrication.  Note.  The  judge 
below  had  also  rejected  the  articles  because  a  suit  for  dilapt 
dations  would  not  lie,  hit  against  the  executors  of  an  m^ 
cumhenty    . 

In  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Grosvenor,  from  the  assignatioii 
book,  it  appears  that  it  was  an  appeal  from  a  grievance  ;  that 
a  sentence  was  given  pronouncing  for  the  appeal  in  the  grief- 
ance ;  and  that  the  Court  retained  the  cause ;  and  proceeded 
to  a  final  sentence  for  the  respondent. 

(a)  Now,  by  the  27th  Geo.  III.  c.  44,  §  1.  limited  to  six 
months. 

[b)  Austen  v.  Dugger,  3  Phill.  120 ;  and  see  1  Add.  907^ 
the  same  case  in  a  further  stage. 
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uk  ascertaining  what  really  were  the  grounds  of 
sentence  in  either  of  these  causes,  that  I  cannot 
feel  myself,  in  any  way,  bound  by  them. 

The  cases  decided  by  my  Lord  Stowell,  which 
hare  been  quoted^  do  not  come  up  to  ttie  pre- 
set. In  Williams  t;.  Bott  (a),  in  the  copy  of 
the  articles  delivered  to  the  defendant,  the  name  of 
Sir  William  Wynne  was  inserted  instead  of  that  of 
Sir  William  Scott.  It  was  held^  that  the  copy 
was,  as  respected  the  defendant^  the  same  as  an 
original^  and  the  objection,  that  the  articles  were 
in  the  name  of  a  person,  who  was  not  a  judge^  was 
&tal:  Sir  William  Wynne  was  not  a  competent 
judge— he  had  no  j  urisdiction^  at  that  time,  to  give 
articles.  I  fully  concur  in  that  decision^  but  it 
does  not  apply  to  the  present  question.  So  in 
Thcnrpe  v.  Mansell  (&),  the  judge,  whose  office  was 
promoted^  was  described  as  "  Vicar  General,**  and 
not  as^  "  Official  Principal :"  now  the  Vicar  Ge- 
neral is  not  the  proper  judge  in  criminal  matters — 
'*  in  foro  cantentioso'* — the  jurisdiction  belongs 
to  the  Official  Principal.  Neither  of  these  cases, 
to  my  mind,  governs  the  present. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  pro- 
ceedings are  sufficiently  regular  to  compel  this 
Court  to  affirm  the  sentence.  The  case,  of  itself, 
is  one  that  calls  strongly  for  the  interferience  of  the 
law  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  order  and  de- 
cency. I  shall,  therefore,  pronounce  against  the 
appeal^  and  I  feel  myself  bound  to  condemn  the 
appellant  in  costs,  and  to  remit  the  cause.  If  I 
have  taken  a  wrong  view  of  the  objections,  there 
are  two  remedies  open  to  the  party ;  either  an  appeal 

(a)  Williams  v,  Bott,  1  Consistory  Reports,  1^ 
[b)  Thorpe  v,  Mansell  ibid  4, 
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to  a  superior  tribunal ;  or  an  application  for  a  prou 
hibition^  if  the  judge  below  is  mored  to  issue  » 
significavitj  and  to  enforce  his  sentence:  but, 
after  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  the  sulgecty 
my  judgment  is,  that  for  the  reasons  stated^  .the 
sentence  j  ust  declared  is  proper. 

The  Court  affirmed  the  decree,  and  condemned 
the  appellant  in  costs. 


HAWRES  V.   HAWKES. 


A  proxy  from 
a  husband  in 
India  to  insti 
tuteproceed- 
ing8|in  the 
Court  of  Exe- 
ter,  against 
his  wife  for 
adultery,  held 
—the  wife 
haying 
chan^^her 
residence, 
before  the 
commence- 
ment of  the 
suit,  into  ano- 
ther diocese— 
that  the  Court 
may  proceed, 
under  letters 
of  request 
from  that  latter 
diocese,  with- 
out a  new 
proxy  from 
the  husband. 


This  was  a  suit  of  divorce,  by  reason  of  adulteiyy 
instituted  by  the  husband  against  the  wife,  abd 
which  came^  by  letters  of  request,  from  the  l^ipcoi* 
pal  Consistorial  Court  of  Bath  and  Wells ;  but .  it 
appearing,  that  the  proxy,  which  the  husband  (who 
was  on  service  in  India)  had  executed,  was  for  Urn 
commencement  of  proceedings  in  the  Consiitt^Hial 
Court  of  the  Bishop  of  Exeter  (in  whose  dioceiBe 
Mrs.  Hawkes  was  residing. at  the  time  insttnctioos 
for  the  proxy  were  transmitted  from  this  country); 
these  fects  were  now  mentioned  to  the  Court,  in 
order  to  take  its  opinion  on  the  validity  of  the  pre- 
sent proceedings,  when  it  was  stated,  by  the  proc- 
tor fbr  Major  Hawkes,  that,  at  the  period  of  their 
commencement,  Mrs.  Hawkes  was  living  within 
the  jurisdiction  frcmi  whence  issued  the  letters  of 
request. 

Per  Curiam. 

Under  the  circumstances,  and  (m  an  affidavit 
that  the  residence  of  the  wife  was  changed  before 
this  suit  was  instituted ,  the  Court  will  hold  the  proxy 
sufficient.    It  may,  however,  be  advisable  f<Nr  'the 
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Proctor  of  the  husband  to  send  ont  to  India  for  a  1828. 

ffesh  authority,  which  may  arrive  before  I  am  hoary 

called  upon  to  sign  the  sentence ;  but  if  it  should  g^^^ 

not^  I  shall  hold  that  the  proxy,  which  has  been  — 

e^hibited^  is  valid.  ^" 

Hawkes. 


THE  OFFICE  OF   THE  JUDGE    PROMOTED  BY 

GRIFFITHS 

V. 

REED  AND  HARRY,   Otherwise  HARRIS. 


4th  Seflfdon. 


Thist  was  an  appeal  from  the  Episcopal  Consis*  lu  a  crimina] 
torial  Court  of  LlandafT  from  an  order  or  decree  hSUlitSt^?^ 
made  on  the  third  day  of  February,  1825^  by  the  2^^^[ca. 
Jbdge  of  that  Courts  whereby  he  rejected  certain  tj^e  of  yindk- 
articles,  and  dismissed  the  ddendants  from  all  fur-  sll^pi^'^die 
thcr  observance  of  justice,  in  a  cause  or  business  ^duSwhich 
of  the  office  of  the  Judge,  promoted  by  Evan  Grif-  ^^^  p^J*'?^ 

,  o^r  •-,,      proceeded 

fiths  against  John  Reed,  of  the  parish  of  Wick,  in  agaiMt,  had 
the  county  of  Glamorgan,  Diocese  of  LlandafT,  and  without  oi^cc- 
Province  of  Canterbury,  and  Alice,  otherwise  Alse  li^nJ^t^^- 
Shrrisj  of  the  same  place,  spinster,    '' touching  tinue  for  thir- 
their  souPs  health,  and  the  reformation  of  their  though  at. 
manners  and  excesses,  and,  more  especially,  for  ot^^fa^  io- 
the  crimes  of  incest,  adultery,  fornication,  and  in-  pjl^^t^*^ 
continency  by  them  committed/'  g^\w  not 

The  parties  charged  were  in  the  relationship  of  of  t^Tiar^; 
uficle  and  niece.  ^^^"^ 

The  appeal  was  not  prosecuted'  till  the  21st  of  "tnDgent  and 

A  -■■  *  ^    ^  couclufivo  evi- 

January,  1826 ;  and  on  the  by -day  of  Trinity  Term,  dence  be  pro. 
in  that  year,  the  cause  w  as  heard  upon  the  appeal,  dl^^h^ 
irben,  on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  several  objec-  ^"jj^ 
tions  were  made: — It  was  contended,  that  the  cita- 
tion  was  decreed  at  the  instance  of  a  Proctor  of  the 
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Court  from  which  it  issued ;  that  the  defendaats 
were  cited  in  one  and  the  same  instrument ;  and 
that  they  were  articled  together ;  that  the  articles 
themselves  pleaded,  among  other  irregularities^ 
^^  notorious  suspicion  ;  common  &me  and  report ; 
and  great  scandal  and  offence  to  and  among  the 
inhabitants  of  different  parishes  [q)ecifying  ten  by 
name]  and  others  in  the  neighbourhood  thereof:" 
and  were  inadmissible  both  in  form  and  substance. 

The  articles  were  directed  to  be  reformed ;  and 
on  the  fourth  session  of  Michaelmas  Term^  1826, 
they  were  admitted,  as  refoiTfied.  The  heading 
of  tiie  articles  confined  the  charge  to  that  of  incest ; 
and  with  a  view  to  substantiate  it,  the  eight  first 
articles  pleaded,  with  great  care  and  minuteness, 
the  genealogy  of  the  defendants,  supplying,  in 
.some  instances,  the  absence  of  proper  exhibits 
(owing  to  the  raster-books  of  baptism  baving 
been  lost  or  mislaid,)  by  acknowledgments,  aunt 
by  general  reputation,  that  the  parties^  in  the  pedi- 
gree^ were  respectively  related  to  each  other  in  the 
manner  set  forth. 

The  ninth  articled  and  objected^  ^'  that  all  who 
commit  the  respective  crimes  of  incest,  adultery, 
fornication,  and  incontinency  are  and  ought  to  be 
duly  and  canonically  punished  according  to  the 
exigency  of  the  law/* 

The  tenth, — that,  notwitlistanding  the  premises 
pleaded  and  objected  in  the  several  preceding 
articles,  "  you  the  said  John  Reed,  and  you  the  said 
Alice,  otherwise  Alse  Harry,  otherwise  Harris  (a)^ 

In  a  criminal  (a)  On  the  admission  of  the  articles,  as  reformed,  it  was  db« 

rait,  it  is  not      jected  tliat  the  alteration  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  Harris 
tiSui^T'*   {»•  *^  «*<»d  in  the  citation,  and  in  the  articles  as  orig^inalljr 
fendant,  in  the  drawn),  from  ^*  Harris,*'  singlj,  to  ^*  Harris  otherwise  Harry/* 
dtation,  was 
designated  «  Harris,**  aod,  in  the  articles,  «<  Harris'*  olfcit  «  Harry." 
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teme  time  in  the  year  1809  began  to  live  and  co- 
faaUt  together  in  a  criminal  and  Hicestuous 
manner,  and  continued  so  to  live  and  cohabit  in 
Ae  dwelUng<4)ou9e  of  you  the  said  John  Reed,  in 
the  said  parish  of  Wick^  and  whilst  Elizabeth 
Reed,  wife  of  you  the  said  John  Reed,  now  de- 
ceased^ was  living  and  residing  in  the  said  house 
during  great  part  of  the  said  year  1809,  and 
during  the  whole  or  greater  part  of  the  two  fol- 
lowing years,  to  wit,  &c.  And  we  do  further 
article,  &c.,  that  you  were  in  the  constant  habit, 
during  the  said  period,  of  sleeping  at  nights  to- 
gether and  lying  naked  and  alone  in  one  and  the 
same  bed,  and  thereby  committed  the  foul  cribae 
of  incest.'^ 

The  eleventh, — ''that  in  consequence  of  the 
ioriminal  and  incestuous  intercourse  carried  on 
between  you,  and  your  carnal  knowledge  of  each 


important  and  substantial,  and,  in  eriminal  pleadings, 
9Qgbt  not  to  be  allowed. 

Per  Curiam, 

Tbe  CouBTy  howeTer,  overruled  the  objection,  and  observed, 

—that  it  did  not  consider  tbe  variation  material;  that,  in  these 

Conrts,  those  irregularities  only  were  fatal  which  might  lead  to 

lome  substantial  injustice;   that  this  variation  would  be  pro. 

dactive  of  no  imcertainty,  nor  inconvenience,  and  the  form  had 

1>een  adopted  merely  to  connect  the  fbmale  defendant  with  the 

ctttificate  of  the  entry  of  her  father's  marriage,  where  it 

appeared  that  his  designation  was  '*  Harry;*'   that,  in  that 

eooDty,  **  Harry**  and  *^  Harris"  were  the  same  name,  for  it 

bad  become  usual,  with  the  present  generation,  to  add  the  final 

"  s;*'  thus  *«  David  "  became  "  Davis,"  "  Jenkin  "  «*  Jenkins,** 

**Jobn*'  **  Jones;"  that  if  advantages  were  taken  of  such  slight 

informalities  in  County  Courts,  it  would  be  hardly  possible  to 

sneeeed  in  criminal  suits;  that  it  was  important  to  public  morals 

that  such  a  scandal,  if  it  existed,  should  be  suppressed ;  and, 

therefore,  admitted  the  articles,  reserving  to  the  party  any 

advantage  from  want  of  proof  of  identity. 
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Other's  bodies,  you  the  said  Alice^  &c.,  becant^ 
pr^nant^  and  were,  on  or  about  the  18th  day. of 
December,  1811,  delivered  of  a  female  bastard 
child^  since  deceased^  at  the  house  of  you  the  saWI 
John  Reed,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Wick  afore* 
said,  and  in  the  county  of  Glamoi^an^  which  a^ 
bastard  child  was  begotten  on  the  body  of  you  jibe 
said  Alice^  &c.,  by  you  the  said  John  Reed.    kSM^ 
we  do  further^  &c.,  that  the  said  female  bastard 
child  being  likely  to  become  chargeable  tothe  9aj^ 
parish  of  Wick,  application  was  made  to  you  the 
said  John  Reed,  as  the  reputed  faUier  thereof, 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens  and  ov^Cr 
seers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish^  to  provide  fof 
the  support  of  the  said  bastard  child;    that  Vk 
answer  to  or  upon  the  occasion  of  the  said  applfca- 
tion,  you  the  said  John  Reed  did  admit  and  coi^pt 
^ess  tiiat  you  were  the  Either  of  the  said  bastajcd 
child  (a),  and  that  you  did  as  such^  and  in  that  cha- 
racter^ on  or  about  the  26th  of  December,  1811^ 
together  with  Richard  Sevan  Reed,  of  the  said 
parish,  gentleman,  enter  into  and  sign  and  execute 
a  certain  bond  to  indemnify  David  John,  Geoarge 
Thomas,  and  John  Dunn,  the  then  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of 
Wick^  their  successors,  and  the  other  parishioners 
and  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish,  of  and  from  all 
manner  of  costs  and  charges  for  or  by  reason  of  the 
birth^  maintenance,  and  education    of  the  said 
female  bastard  child^  although  at  the  earnest  re- 

(a)  This  averment  was  negatived  by  the  evidence  of  Georgo 
Thomas,  and  John  Dunn,  the  two  parish  officers.  Thomas 
deposed,  that  *'  Reed  did  not  then  or  ever  to  the  deponent 
acknowledge  that  he  was  the  father  of  such  child ;"  and  the  •«!- 
dence  of  Dunn  was  to  the  same  effect. 
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qoesl;  and  entreaty  of  you  the  said  John  Reed^  the 
name  of  you  the  said  John  Reed,  as  the  reputed 
&ther  of  die  said  bastard  child,  was  not  mentioned 
or  specified  in  the  said  bond/^ 

The  article  concluded  by  pleading  divers  ad- 
missions^ both  during  the  life  of  the  child,  and 
since  its  deaths  that  they  were  respectively  the 
&th^*  and  mother  of  the  child. 

The  twelfth  pleaded  the  original  bond^  as  an 
exhibit. 

The  thirteenth, — ^^  that  from  and  after  the  birth 
of  the  said  child^  and  until  the  present  time^  you 
have  continued  and  stHi  do  continue  to  live  and 
cohaUt  together^  in  a  criminal  and  incestuous 
manner^  in  the  said  parish ;  that  diuring  the  whole 
or  greater  part  of  the  aforesaid  period^  to  wit, 
during  the  several  years  (1812  to  1825  inclusive), 
and  the  present  year  1826,  or  at  least  until  the 
dtation  issued  against  you  in  this  cause,  you  have 
been  living  in  the  same  house,  and  in  the  constant 
habit  of  sleeping  at  nights  together  in  one  and  the 
same  bed^  and  have  frequently  had  the  carnal  use 
and  knowledge  of  each  other's  bodies,  and  thereby 
committed  the  foul  crime  of  incest.^^ 

The  fourteenth^  fifteenth^  sixteenth,  and  seven- 
teenth articles  pleaded  the  usual  and  formal  aver- 
ments, and  the  articles  concluded  by  prayings  that 
the  defendants  ^^  might  be  duly  and  canonically 
punished  and  corrected  according  to  the  exigency 
of  the  law,  and  be  condemned  in  the  costs  of  the 
ccHnplainant.^' 

To  these  articles  a  responsive  allegation  was 

given,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  admitted 

without  opposition.     The  substance  of  this  plea 

may  be  gathered  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

Twelve  witnesses  were  examined  in  support  of 
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the  articles  and  exhibits^  and  thirteen  upon  the 
allegation;  and  the  argument  principally  turned 
upon  the  credit  due  to  the  testimony  of  Anil 
L^wis,  the  only  witness,  examined  by  the  Pro- 
movent,  who  spoke  directly  to  acts  of  crimihal 
familiarity;  and  whether  the  Court  could  act  on 
the  evidence  of  a  single  witness,  though  corro- 
borated by  circumstances  of  strong  suspicion. 

Lushmgton  and  Addams  contended,  that  the 
exception  taken  to  Lewis  was  to  her  character,  and 
not  to  her  evidence ;  and  that,  after  interrogatcHies 
had  been  administered,  the  ancient  doctrine  of 
these  Courts  was,  that  tlie  witness  was  not  op^i  to 
exception.  Her  evidence  also  was  probable  in 
itself,  and  consistent  with  the  admitted  facts  in  Ae 
cause;  thou^  it  was  true,  therefore^  that  she  was 
a  single  witness,  yet  her  evidence  being  corrobo* 
rated,  was  sufficient  to  make  out  the  charge:  this 
had  been  decided  in  the  case  of  Wheatley  v« 
Fowler,  on  an  appeal  from  Norwich^  where  the 
appellant  (the  original  defendant)  had  been  ar- 
ticled against  for  adultery^  and  found  guilty  oo 
the  evidence  ofdiparticeps  criminis  in  conjunction 
with  some  corroborating  circumstances.  In  the 
Arches,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  was 
sustained^  and  these  concurrent  sentences  were 
afterwards  affirmed,  with  100/.  costs,  by  the  High 
Court  of  Delegates  (a). 

Jenner  and  Haggard,  for  the  respondents,  argued 
that,  in  a  criminal  suit,  the  asserter  of  the  chaise 
was  bound  to  establish  it ;  and  that^  more  espe^ 
cially,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  where  the  proofs 
should  be  strict  and  full  in  proportion  to  the  enor- 
mity of  the  accusation,  and  the  penal  consequences 

(a)  Wheatley  v.  Fowler,  Delegates,  1758. 
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it  iovolved.  Here  the  proof  of  the  charge  rested 
on  the  sole  testimony  of  a  witness  who  had  dis- 
credited herself^  and  whose  character  and  evidence 
were  completely  destroyed. 

In  respect  to  the  case  of  Wheatley  v.  Fowler,  it 
appeared, — ^that  Wheatley,  a  methodist  preacher  at 
Norwich,  was  articled  against  by  Fowler  for  adul- 
tery and  fornication  with  Fowler's  daughter  Mary 
Mason  (before  her  marriage),  and  for  other  ex- 
cesses; that  Mason  having  been  previously  pro- 
fecutod,  had  upon  the  confession  of  the  crime,  been 
enjoined  penance  (a) ;  and  that  this  was  alleged 
and  admitted  when  she  was  produced,  on  a  com- 
pulsoiy,  in  support  of  the  articles ;  and  that  inter- 
rogatories were  addressed  to  her.  The  corroborating 
circumstances,  too,  in  that  case  were: — that,  on 
two  several  occasions,  Wheatley  acknowledged  to 
Paul  and  Keymer,  two  of  the  elders  of  his  con- 
gregation, and  who  were  examined  on  the  articles 
— that  the  charges  were  well  founded.  He  had 
also  been  seen  in  most  indecent  postures  with  three 
other  women — and  displaying  his  owii  person, 
and  tiieirs,  in  a  most  offensive  manner  (6). 

In  that  case  then,  the  witness,  previous  to  her 
examination,  had  been  restored  to  credit,  and  that, 
in  confirmation  of  her  evidence,  there  YfBsforAsstma 
prohatio — the  confession  of  the  party  himself. 
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(a)  The  Court  of  Arches  rejected,  with  50/.  costs,  an  alle- 
gation  exceptive  to  the  credit  of  Mary  Mason,  in  which  it  was 
alleged,  ^*  that  she  had  not  performed  any  public  or  private 
penance  for  the  crime  of  pretended  adultery  which  she  had  con- 
fessed to  have  committed.*' 

(h)  The  defendant  was  enjoined  a  solemn  and  public  penance, 
to  be  performed  in  a  linen  cloth  with  a  paper  writing,  denoting 
his  crimes,  fixed  on  his  breast,  in  the  usual  manner. 
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Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  full  ai^ument^  which  the£!ourt  has  heard^ 
has  brought  the  true  p(Hnt  of  this  case  into  m 
narrow  a  compass^  that  it  is  umiecessary  to  l#te 
either  the  proceedings^  or  the  evidence,  a/wqr 
length.  It  is  a  suit  for  incest  brought  against  die 
two  defendants,  Reed  and  Harris,  wha  stand  to» 
wards  each  othw  in  the  relation  of  uncle  and 
niece :  the  relationship  is  fully  established — ^it  is 
not  indeed  denied  that  Alice  Harris  is  the  daughter 
of  Reed^s  sister ;  and  the  only  question  then  isy 
whether  the  incestuous  intercourse  is  proyed. 

It  has  been  justly  observed,  that  the  charge,  if 
true,  is  highly  criminal  and  scandalous ;  that  it 
would  subject  the  party  to  a  severe  punishment— to 
excommunication,  which,  by  a  late  act  (a),  is  com- 
muted for  ^'  such  imprisonment,  not  exceeding 
six  months,  as  tlie  Court,  pronouncing  or  do> 
daring  a  person  excommunicate,  shall  direct ;''  and 
that,  therefore,  the  proof  of  the  charge  must  be 
clear  and  full. 

The  incestuous  connection  is  alleged  to  have 
commenced  in  1809,  and  to  have  continued  till 
the  promotion  of  the  present  suit.  During  a  part 
of  the  time  Reed^s  wife  was  living,  and  in  the  same 
house,  so  that  there  was  adultery  aggravating  tbe 
incest — ^that  circumstance  increases  the  demand 
for  proof  by  diminishing  the  probability  of  the 
fact.  It  may  seem  strange,  that  if  this  in&mow 
coimection  had  been  so  long  subsisting — for  fifteen 
years — ^no  person  in  the  neighbourhood  should 
sooner  have  attempted  to  abate  the  scandalous  and 


(a)  53  Geo.  III.  c.  127,  s.  3. 
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oflfensiye  nuisance;  and  that  the  suit  should  re- 
main to  be  at  last  brought  by  an  attorney^  living 
at  four  or  five  miles  distance,  between  whom  and 
the  uncle  there  had  been  various  litigations  on 
other  subjecte.  It  may  happen  that  the  uncle, 
though  a  gentleman  of  some  property,  may  be  more 
immediately  surrounded  by  persons  of  lower  de- 
gree not  very  ready  to  take  up  such  a  matter— for 
instance,  his  tenants,  or  farmers — that  he  may  have 
little  or  no  intercourse  except  with  his  inferiors, 
who^  even  if  their  notions  of  decency  were  outraged, 
mi^t  not  choose  to  engage  in  litigation  with 
him.  The  suit,  certainly,  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  brought,  at  last,  free  and  clear  from  a  sus* 
picion  of  other  motives  than  a  wounded  sense  of 
moral  feeling.  These  considerations,  in  several 
views,  do  not  diminish  the  necessity  of  strict  proof. 

That  any  act  of  criminal  intercourse  was  ever 
seen  is  not .  suggested ;  no  indecent  familiarity ; 
no  personal  liberty  ;  nothing,  which — in  proceed- 
ings of  a  different  nature — is  termed  a  proximate 
act,^  is  alleged;  but  it  is  fully  proved  that,  for 
&fteen  y^u-s.  Reed  and  Harris  slept  in  the  same 
room — in  which  however  there  were  two  beds. 

There  is  indeed  one  witness,  and  one  witness 
only,  who  deposes  that  they  slept  constantly  in 
one  and  the  same  bed,  and  that  she  had  seen  them 
in  bed  together — that  witness  is  a  woman  of  the 
name  of  Ann  Lewis,  who  deposes, — that  about  ten 
years  ago  (about  1817),  she  went  to  live  in  Reed^s 
service  as  maid  of  all  work — she  lived  there  about 
seven  years, — and  that,  during  the  whole  period^ 
Reed  and  Harris  slept  in  one  and  the  same  bed 
together  every  night.    She  adds  particular  reasons 
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for  believiDg  criminal  acts,  and  states,  '*  that  she 
has  frequently  seen  them  in  bed  together." 

If  this  witness  is  believed^  her  evidence^  slightl  j 
corroborated  by  circumstances,  would  afford  a 
sufficient  proof  of  the  crime :  but  her  credit,  and 
character^  have  been  excepted  to  in  plea ;  and  two 
witnesses  have  been  examined^  who,  "  having 
heard  her  give  evidence  at  Cardiff  on  the  inquiry 
[an  inquiry  arising  out  of  a  dispute  between 
Heed  and  Griffiths,  the  parties  in  this  suit],  do  not 
hesitate  to  depose  that  Ann  Lewis  is  a  person  not 
to  be  believed  on  her  oath."  In  that  cause  Griffiths 
failed,  and  Reed  recovered  against  him  damages 
to  the  amount  of  150/.  Now  this  goes  for  to  re- 
move the  testimony  of  Ann  Liewis  out  of  the  case. 

I  may  also  mention  that  this  witness,  it  appears, 
after  she  had  quitted  Reed's  service,  became  ser- 
vant to  Griffiths  : — ^but  this  is  not  all — she  posi- 
tively asserts  that  they  slept  constantly  and  openly 
together,  ^^  the  same  as  if  they  had  been  husband 
and  wife'' — she  does  not  even  mention  that  there 
was  a  second  bed  in  the  room  ;  but  there  are  other 
witnesses  produced — two  by  Griffiths  himself,  who 
had  been  Reed's  servants,  Leyson  and  Hopkins^ 
deposing  that  they.  Reed  and  Harris,  "  slept  in  se- 
parate beds,  and  that  they  never  had  any  reason 
to  believe,  that  they  slept  in  the  same  bed/' 

These  witnesses  were  not  in  Reed's  service  at  the 
same  time  with  Ann  Lewis ;  but  there  is  a  witness 
produced  by  the  defendants,  Mary  Evan,  who  was 
Reed's  servant  for  six  months,  and  who  was  there 
a  considerable  time  with  Ann  Lewis ;  for  she  states 
that  Ann  Lewis,  not  being  able  to  get  a  place^ 
was  allowed,  from  charitv,  to  remain  at  Reed's 
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during  the  winter,  and  Evan's  testimony  is,  that 
there  were  two  beds — that  each  was  slept  in^  and 
'^  she  has  no  doubt  that  Reed  slept  in  one,  and 
Harris  in  the  other^  and  she  has  no  reason  to  b  - 
lieve,  or  suspect,  that  they  were  ever  criminally 
connected/^ 

It  18  difficult  to  reconcile  Ann  Lewis,  and  Mary, 
Evan — ^which  tells  the  truth,  or  what  degree  of 
credit  is  due  to  either^  need  not  be  decided :  the 
burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  promovent,  and  it  may 
be  difficult  to  place  great  confidence  in  many  of  the 
witnesses ;  but,  looking  to  all  the  preceding  cir- 
cumstances, respecting  Ann  Lewis'  credit,  and  to 
the  whole  -tone  and  tenor  of  her  deposition,  I  am 
of  opinion  she  is  a  witness  to  be  laid  very  much^ 
if  not  altogether,  out  of  the  case. 

Is  there,  then,  other  evidence  upon  which  the 
Court  can  convict  the  defendants?  There  are 
&ct8,  which  cannot  be  denied,  exciting  suspicion — 
violent  suspicicm — of  the  crime  charged.  The 
very  circumstance  of  their  sleeping  in  the  same 
room,  even  in  separate  beds,  is  scandalously  inde- 
cent, unless  under  the  pressure  of  absolute  neces- 
sity from  extreme  illness,  or  abject  poverty.  The 
latter  excuse  cannot  be  set  up.  Reed  is  stated  to 
be  a  man  of  properly, — his  house  had  several 
rooms  in  it  with  beds  in  them ; — but  what  is  the 
defence  and  explanation  ? 

In  1809  Reed  had  a  violent  paralytic  attack, 
was  extremely  ill — probably  in  some  danger  for  a 
time,  and  in  a  senseless  state :  his  wife  suffered 
something  of  a  similar  attack  about  the  same 
lime :  slie,  therefore,  could  not  attend  him ;  on 
the  contrary,  she  required  the  maid-servant  to  at- 
tend her.    In  thb  distress  the  niece  was  sdnt  for 
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to  assist  in  waiting  upon  her  uncle — the  defendant, 
and  Mrs.  Reed  was  very  glad  of  her  arrival. 

Thus  far  there  arises  no  suspicion^  and  there 
might  be  no  impropriety,  so  long  as  the  violence 
of  the  paralytic  attack  continued  unabated^: 
though^  considering  that  the  niece  was  a  spinster 
oi  thirty-three  years  of  age,  and  that  the  unde 
was  only  about  sixty — perhaps  a  married  woman 
of  the  village,  of  more  advanced  age,  might  have 
been  a  person  more  proper^  and  decent,  to  attend 
him  as  nurse^  to  sleep  in  his  room,  and  to  do  all 
offices  required  for  him ;  but  it  might  be  pushing' 
refinement,  and  delicacy,  too  &r  to  impute  my 
suspicion  to  this  commencement  of  her  sleeping 
in  his  room. 

But  the  violence  of  this  particular  atlMk 
which  (so  long  as  it  continued  undiminished) 
extinguished  suspicion^  was  soon  got  over:  he 
recovered — he  never  had  a  second  attack-— he  ^ was 
restored  so  far  as  to  be  able  to  walk  about  the 
village  with  a  stick — to  ride  on  horseback,  beiiig 
assisted  on  and  off — ^to  ride  to  market,  sometimes 
attended^  sometimes  alone :  he  could  go  to  Gar- 
difT,  to  be  present  at  the  writ  of  inquiry,  nay — he 
seems  to  have  gone  to  the  Assizes  at  Hereford, — • 
a  distance  of  sixty  or  seventy  miles.  Whether  he 
had  any  person,  on  these  occasions,  to  sleep  in 
his  room  does  not  appear,  but  it  is  in  no  degree 
made  out,  that  his  bodily  infirmities  were  such  as 
to  justify  the  indecaicy  of  having  a  young  female 
to  sleep  constantly  in  his  room.  If  he  required 
any  assistance  in  the  night,  either  to  administer 
medicines  (which  is  not  proved) ,  or  for  any  other 
purpose,  the  unseemly  indelicacy  might  have  been 
avoided  by  the  female  sleeping  in    some  other 
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room,  and  by  having  a  bell  put  up^  instead  of  his 
knocking,  or  poking  with  his  stick ;  for,  if  Alice 
Harris  were  hard  of  hearing,  the  other  servants 
w&e  not«  The  mere  fact,  then,  of  her  sleeping  in 
die  same  room^  though  in  another  bed — she  about 
thirty-three — ^he  about  sixty — ^is,  of  itself^  not  only 
indecorous,  but  suspicious ;  but  this  suspicion  be- 
comes extremely  vident  when  some  other  admitted 
fiKsts  are  adverted  to. 

On  the  18th  of  December^  1811^  Alice  Harris 
was  delivered  of  a  female  child,  who  died  in  in- 
fimcy :  she  removed  into  another  room — ^the  best 
room— -only  for  the  purpose  of  lying  in — and,  as 
soon  as  her  confinement  was  over,  she  returned  to 
sleep  in  Reed's  room — during  her  absence  no 
other  person  sle|it  in  his  room — the  necessity  was 
aot  sufElciently  urgent  to  require  any  person^  as 
fiuras  appears  by  the  evidence  of  Ley  son.  The 
parish  (Officers  were  on  the  alert  to  get  the  child 
sworn  in  order  that  the  parish  might  not  be  bur- 
dened with  the  maintenance  of  it :  Reed  prevented 
this,  and  a  joint  bond,  from  his  son  and  himself, 
was  given  to  the  parish.  This  bond  was  at  first  ob- 
jected to^  because  the  father  of  the  child  was  not 
named.;  but  upon  its  being  re-executed,  and  at- 
te^iied  by  a  neighbouring  attomey-at-law,  the  bond 
was  accepted. 

•There  is  no  evidence  that^  at  that  time,  Reed 
admowledged  himself  expressly  to  be  the  fether  of 
the  child,  nor  that  he^  or  Alice  Harris^  has  since  so 
acknowledged^  except  the  testimony  of  Ann  Lewis, 
to  whcmi  I  cannot  venture  to^,  give  any  credit  on 
that  circumstance :  but  these  facts  lead  to  a  violent 
sUroicion  that  Reed  was  the  father,  and  that  sus- 
picipn  is  much  strengthened  by  no  other  fother 
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jop  under  the  feelings,  and  occurrences,  that  at- 
t^ed  the  commencement  of  the  present  suit  (a) ; 
when  all  the  witnesses,  who  were  servants  in  the 
house,  with  the  single  exception  of  Ann  Lewis^ 
swear  they  never  saw  any  indecency,  nor' any  thing 
to  lead  them  to  suppose  that  the  defendants  did  not 
occupy  separate  bais — ^when  they  wi]l  not  depose 
even  to  a  bdief  of*  a  criminal  intercourse-^it  is 
possible  that  no  act  of  incest  may  have  taken 
(dace ;  and  that  this  highly  suspicious  and  indeco- 
rous course  of  conduct  may  have  gone  on  from  not 
entertaining  a  due  feeling  of  its  impropriety ; — it  is 
pomble  that  the  uncle — ^having  no  sense  of  decency, 
nor  regard  for  his  own  character,  nor  for  that  of  his 
niece  (whose  reputation  was  already  destroyed  by 
the  birth  of  this  child),  might  persevere  in  setting 
poblic  opinion,  and  the  scandal  of  the  example,  at 
defiance^  rather  than  for^o  the  convenience  of 
hamng  her  to  sleep  in  his  room.  This  is  possible ; 
and  I  can  hardly  venture,  on  the  present  evidence, 
to  decide  that  the  charge  is  proved, — a  decision 
which  would  impose  upon  the  Court  the  duty  of 
pronouncing  excommunicated,  and  through  the 
medium  of  a  significavitj  of  consigning  to  a  prison, 
for  a  period  not  exceeding  six  months,  both  the 
niece  and  this  old  man,  now  at  the  age  of  seventy. 
■  • 

(a)  It  was  proved  that,  in  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by 
Redd  against  Griffiths  and  others,  and  which  stood  for  trial  at 
the  Summer  Great  Sessions  for  the  County  of  Glamorgan,  in 
1824,  the  defendants  withdrew  their  plea,  and  suffered  judg. 
ineiit  to  go  by  default ;  and  that  a  writ  of  inqniry  was  afterwards 
wecoted  before  the  Sheriff  and  a  Jury,  when  the  damages  were 
lunened  at  150/.,  besides  the  costs.  It  was  also  proved,  that  in 
Jane,  1824,  a  suit,  of  the  same  nature  as  the  present,  had  been 
instituted  in  the  Court  of  Llandaff,  at  the  promotion  of  William 
Reet  (at  that  time  servant  to  Griffiths) ;  against  the  same  de- 
fendants ;  from  which  they  were  dismissed. 
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SIX  years,  and  under  rery  great  bodily  infihnit^^ 
— he  is  too  near  the  grave  for  such  a  step,  if  ilA 
imperative  duty  does  not  call  upon  the  Court  fo 
take  it. 

But  although  I  sliall  dismiss  the  pardcfs,  I  UbiSl 
certainly  not  dismiss  them  with  corts.  Ilcte  is  A 
violent  presumption  proved.  The  old  rule  of 
practice,  as  laid  down  by  Clarke,  is,  that  if  neit&6t 
the  charge,  the  "  crimen  obfectum/^  nor  violeill 
suspicion  of  the  charge^  '^  vehementes  pnesnikp^ 
tionis  criminis  ohjecti^^^  be  proved,  the  party  life- 
ctised  shall  be  dismissed  with  costs,  tmitcum  Aid 
eotpensis;  but  if  public  ianie,  or  vehement  {fre« 
sumptions  are  proved,  and  the  defendant  be  ito^ 
quired  to  produce  compurgators  (oh  qudspur^atid 
indicta  fuentj,  then  the  defendant  may  be  bobj^ 
demned  in  costs  {a).  'f 

The  '^purgatio  indicehda'^  is  now  a  pfafetfirfft 
become  obsolete ;  and  the  matter  of  costs  is  Idc 
much  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  upon  a  jtttt 
consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  C9^[ 
If  this  suit  bad  been  brought  by  the  Pariisih  OflBRien; 
or  by  some  neighbour^  apparently  from  a  sense  ^ 
moral  duty,  I  might  have  felt  myself  btinnA  id 
adopt  the  latter  rule,  and  to  have  condemned  the 
defendants  in  costs ;  for  here  is  a  vehement  liiik- 
picion  proved.  But — remembmng  how  many 
years  have  been  allowed  to  elapse — remembering 
also  the  occurrences  which  manifestly  induced  tii^ 
bringing  of  this  suit, — I  shall  arrive  nearest  st9tk 
justice  of  the  case  by  dismissing  the  defendants-c- 
leaving each  party  to  the  payment  of  their  own 
posts. 

(a)  Vide  Clarke's  praxis,  tit.  321,  322.— Also  Onghtoii,  tiU 
149,  and  tit.  150.  s.  7. 
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FAIULER  V.   HICKMOTT  AND   PARKER. 


— ^  1828. 

John  Parker^  late  of  Seven-Oaks,  died  in  the     hilart 
immth  of  May,  1827,  leaving  a  ^ill,  re^larly    iJISjm 
ttsatis^,  and   dated    11th    of  December,    1826,  _  7- 
irkff^J  he  devised  }^  freehold    estate   to   his  tor^udMh.t^ 
ki^thisr^  Ilenry  Parjj^r,  charged  with  an  annuity  jSSfaiT 
^^  ^.  to  his  (Joim  Parker's)  wife  for  her  life.  J^IlJhkiifc. 
y^pjso,  among  other  bequests  and  legacies,  gave  time,  wm  in 
^.  Ihs  vnfe  ^  legacy  of  1,000/.     The  deceased  thei^S^(onI 
^ptiWted  his  brother,  Henry  Parker,  and  William  jL^lwhT 
mckmott,  executors.  StSIJti^ 

Ti^  will  was  written  by  Henry  Parker,  who  waamade 
had  the  custody  of  it  during  the  life  of  his  deceased  tator'i  mcur. 
brother.     On  the  will  being  produced,  there  was  a  J^'^iS'er^x! 
manifest  alteration    of  the  widow's  legacy,  the  ?*^J^*°** 
wiMrds  one  thousand  having  been  erased,  and  the  to  propound 
words  six  hundred  written  upon  the  erasure.  tS^^hL*'' 

Henry  Parker  stated  in  an  affidavit,  that  the  Sri^'Seex 
leeacy  was  reduced  by  the  desire,  and  with  the  ccntor*  to  take 

-.1  ^  i»i         out  probate  of 

ecmeorrence,  of  the  testator ;  but  gave  no  further  the  wui  in  mi 
explanation.  th?SdJ!^' 


being  penonaUy  dilfld  to  pnfNmnd  tlic  ivritt,  or  to  ihow  cme,  fto.— not  iqppearinf . 
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A  caveat  having  been  entered  on  the  part  of 
the  widow ;  the  same  was  warned :  but  the  Proctor 
for  the  executors  having  declined  to  propound  the 
will  in  its  present  state^  a  decree  issued,  at  the  inh 
stance  of  the  widow,  against  the  residuary  legateoi 
(Henry  Parker  being  one)^  citing  them  to  propoond 
it  in  that  manner,  or  to  show  cause  why  the  execu- 
tors should  not  be  assigned  to  extract  a  probate 
of  the  will,  as  originally  written,  with  die  said 
legacy  of  1,0002.  reinstated. 

This  dckree  having  been  personally  served ;  and 
no  appearance  given— 

Jenner,  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Parker,  moved  the 
Cpurt  accordingly ;  and  that  the  costs  of  the  vndow 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  ' ' 

.  Per  Curiam.  '-^^ 

It  is  not  stated  when  the  erasure  was  made  ^-^ 
but  there  being  no  party  before  the  Court  yriiM 
prays  probate  of.  this  will  with  the  alterations  ;fliiff 
a  decree  with  intimation — ^issued  under  seal  of  tibfaf 
Court— having  been  personally  served— I  AA 
allow  the  probate  to  pass  agreeably  to  the  tenor  .)bf 
the  decree ;  and  direct  the  costs  of  the  widovritor 
be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  ' 

Motion  granted. 


j:.. 


IN    THE   GOODS   OF  JOHN   HOWE. 


On  Motion. 


l^^L      John  Howe,  late  of  Hoxton,  died  on  the  25th, 
dS^Siiv  ^  ^^  November,  1825.     By  his  will  duly  made  and 

probata  in  common  fonn,  will  be  granted  of  the  paper,  without  each  alterations ;  the  only  pvtj 
■■■terialty  injm^  by  nidi  grant,  baTing  OEecoted  a  proxy  of  consent. 
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execated  on  the  27th  of  April,  1824^  he  ap-       1^28. 
pointed   John  Faulkner  and  James  Hall,   exe-      Hilary 
cutora.     Ann    Elizabeth    Buckle^   spinster    (now     ^^^^ 
Ae  wife  of  George  Passinsrham)^  was  the  resi-       — 
doary  legatee.  or 

On  the  24th  of  November,  1827,  the  testator  ^^""  »^^" 
ifBB  attacked  with  paralysis,  and  continued  insen- 
aiUe  till  his  death  on  the  fdlowing  day.  The  will 
was  foond  1by  Mr.  Faulkner  (within  a  few  hours  of 
the  deeeased^s  death),  locked  up  in  a  cupboard 
witii  his  plate,  and  other  articles  of  value,  and 
with  his  papers  of  moment  and  concern.  The  will 
ivuinan  envelope  with  the  seal  broken.  Upon 
h&aig  opened,  several  erasures  and  interlineations, 
made  in  pencil,  and  very  indistinct,  were  dis- 
tidvered ;  and  it  was  presumed  ihey  were  made 
by  the  deceased,  who  had  informed  Mr.  Faulkner 
tiRt  he  c(Hitemplated  some  alterations  in  his  will. 
These  alterations  were — ^with  the  single  excep- 
tion of  an  increase  of  a  legacy  of  75/.  to  100/. 
to  one  of  his  nephews — in  fitvour  of  the  residuary 
legatee.  The  property  of  the  deceased  was  under 
2,000/. 

Addams  moved  that  probate  should  be  granted 
to  the  executors  without  the  pencil  marks;  the 
Tckiduary  l^atee  having  consented,  and  executed 
a  proxy  to  that  effect.   • 

Motion  granted. 


814 
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1828. 

Hilary 
Term, 

IstSenioii. 

The  Court  will 
not,atoiioe^ 
reject  an  alle- 
gation pro- 
pounding a 
will,  which 
floundatofoUyy 
when  fiicta  are 
pleaded,  show- 
ing that  the 
deceased,  up 
tohiadeaiQiy 
conducted 
himadf,  in 
the  ordinary 
concerns  of 
life,  as  1 
man. 


On  the 


of  an  AUegathn. 


Thb  Reverend  Robert  H<«dly  Ashe^  late.af 
Crewkeriie>  in  the  county  isi  Sdmetwtj  died  in 
May,  1826,  leaving  a  widow  (since  dead),  Mid 
js^veral  children.  In  June  following,  lettem  «f 
administration,  as  if  he  were  dead  intestai^  wotp 
granted  by  this  Court  to  Charlotte  HMidty  AAd* 
spinster^  one  of  his  natural  and  lawful  childrm* 
In  September  last^  a  decree  was  extracted  at  ^ 
suit  of  EliBabeth  Arbery  (wife  of  Jdin  Arb6ry.*6f 
Weymouth)^  calling  upon  Miss  Ashe  to  bring:3li 
the  letters  of  administration^  and  to  shpw  cMie 
why  the  same  should  not  be  revd&ed ;  and  adofi- 
nistration  with,  a  will  (as  asserted)  q£  the  deoeaaad 
annexed,  be  granted  to  her  as  the  uaiveiwl 
legatee. 

In  support  of  this  paper  an  aUegatipn^  coft^ist- 
ing  of  ten  articles,  of  the  fallowing  effect^  had 
been  brought  in ;  and  its  admissibility  was  ^now 
debated. 

1.  That  the  deceased  died^  at  the  age  of  seventy- 
five,  leaving  a  widow^  and  Charlotte  Hoadly 
Ashe^  spinster^  and  others  his  natural^  lawful^  and 
only  children  ;  that  he  was  Rector  of  Misterton  in 
the  county  of  Somerset,  and  also  perpetual  curate 
of  Crewkeme  in  the  said  county ;  and  had  so  becgi 
from  1775 ;  that  the  widow  and  children  of  the 
deceased^  save  William  Hoadly  Ashe  (one  of  his 
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«ud  children)  quarrelled  with  the  deceased  about 
sixteen  years  before  his  death,  and  during  all  that 
period  resided  separate  and  apart  from  him,  and, 
to  the  time  of  his  death,  were  never  reconciled  to, 
nor  had  any  communication  with  him  ;  that  his 
property  amounted  to  1^500/. ;  and  that  the  widow 
and  the  deceased's  childr^i  were  possessed  of  pro- 
ferty  entirely  independent  of  him. 

The  second  pleaded, — that  William  HoadlyAshe 
resided  at  Crewkeme  with  his  father  (the  deceased), 
who  manifested  on  all  occasions  the  most  parental 
aflfection  for  him ;  that  from  and  after  the  death  of 
ihe  said  W.  H.  Ashe,  who  died  at  Crewkerne  on 
4tli  February,  1818,  the  deceased  (Dr.  Adie)  dten 
declared^  in  the  presence  of  divers  credible  wit- 
neases;,  '^  that  his  fiunily,  meaning  his  wife  and 
5JiUdrea9  should  never  benefit  by  him ;  should 
have  none  of  his  property ;  and  that  he  would 
lather  give  it  to  a  stranger :''  and  he  also  often 
.declared  he  intended  to  bequeath  his  property  to 
Mrs.  Arbery. 

The  third — after  pleading  the  factum  of  the  will ; 
and  that  it  was  in  the  deceased's  own  hand-writ- 
mg — ''  that  the  deceased  did,  on  the  day  of  the 
dbte  thereof,  after  he  had  drawn  and  prepared  the 
will,  walk  to  the  Swan  Inn  in  the  village  of  Mis- 
terton  (at  that  time  and  now  kept  by  Mary  Rendell, 
ihe  aunt  of  the  party  proponent),  where  he  had 
been  in  the  habit,  for  upwards  of  fourteen  years, 
of  visiting  and  holding  his  annual  audit,  and  re* 
oeiving  his  tithes ;  that  after  he  had  arrived  at  the 
ian,  he  took  out  of  his  pocket  his  said  will,  and 
then,  in  the  presence  of  several  persons,  signed  it, 
tnd  published  and  declared  the  same  to  be  his  last 
will  and  testament."    The  article  then  pleaded  the 
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attestation,  and  that  the  deceased  \fa8  of  sonnd 
mind.  "* 

The  fourth — ^that  after  the  execution  of  hh 
will,  he  f6lded  it  up  in  an  envelope,  which  he 
sealed  and  addressed  to  Mrs.  Arbery;  and  th6li 
left  it  in  the  custody  of  her  cousin,  Susan  Rehdell 
— and  requested  it  might  be  given  to  the  said  Eli- 
zabeth Arbery ;  which  was  accordingly  done. 

The  fifth  pleaded  the  great  age  and  blindness 
of  Mrs.  Rendell ;  and  that  on  the  day  aforesaid  the 
deceased  also  brought  with  him  a  paper-writings 
which  he  said  required  to  be  signed  by  the  Church- 
warden of  Misterton,  for  procuring  an  allowance 
forher  Irotn  the  blind  institution  in  London,'  and 
that  the  deceased  had  been  in  the  habit  of  prepar- 
ing for  her  similar  papers  for  many  years. 

The  sixth  pleaded  the  hand-writing  of  the  in- 
strument propounded.  " 

The  seventh — "  that  the  deceased^  some  tiilie 
after  he  had  so  executed  his  will,  whilst  conversinj^ 
with  Mrs.  Arbery  respecting  it,  expressed  himseli^ 
in  the  presence  of  credible  witnesses,  as  follows : — 
^  1  never  will  make  another  will^  as  I  am  a  minis- 
ter of  the  gospel ;  and  mind,  as  soon  as  I  am  dead, 
that  you  come  and  take  possession  of  your  pro- 
perty.* '* 

It  was  also  pleaded^  that  the  deceased^  though 
somewhat  eccentric  in  his  conversation  and  habits; 
was  at  all  times,  till  his  death,  of  sound  mind  ;  that 
for  fifteen  years  preceding,  and  for  some  time  after,' 
the  making  his  will,  he  invariably  performed  di- 
vine service,  preached,  administered  the  holy  fti- 
crament,  and  did  all  the  duties  of  incumbent  of 
Crelwkeme  and  Misterton,  and  managed  all  his 
own  concerns. 


y 
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The  ninth — ^that  neither  the  party  proponent, 
nor  her  husband,  heard  of  the  death  of  the  testator 
until  some  time  in  Junelast^  when  she  was  informed 
that  letters  of  administration  to  his  effects  had  been 
granted  to  Charlotte  Hoadly  Ashe,  the  other  party 
in  this  cause,  who  had  possessed  herself  of  his  pro- 
perty. 

Lushingtan — for  the  allegation. 

Dodson — contra. 

Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

'  The  paper  propounded  in  this  cause  is  a  most 
extraordinary  one;  more  eq)ecially  with  reference 
to  the  deceased^  and  considering  his  condition  and 
fltation  in  life.    It  is  in  these  terms: — 


1S28. 
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I  promise  &  swear  that  I  will  give  all  my  Plate — 
Watch  &  Seals — Rings  and  all  that  I  have  in  the 
World — at  my  decease — 

1  promise  &  swear  tliat  1  will  give  Elizabeth 
AAery — at  my  Decease — all  that  I  have  in  this 
world  or  ever  shall  have  in  wtaver  in  money  or 
lands — 

Robt.  Hoadly=Ashe  D.  D. 

Witness        Elizabeth  Cleal 
our  hands       Marth  a  Rendell . 

Dec.  14th,  1824. 


A  paper — couched  in  these  strange  terms,  and 
written  in  this  strange  manner,  coming  from  a 
person  of  education — raises  a  great  doubt — whether 
itcould  have  been  the  offspring  of  his  mind  when 
sound.  The  custody  also  of  the  paper,  when  sent 
to  Mrs.  Arbery,  has  been  careless;  for  it  is  in  a 
very  torn  and  shattered  state:    this   shows  that 
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tf^*      she  had  no  gr^at  oonfidenoe  io  its  validity;  and 

Hilary     Ifae  dday  of  tweiity>-oiie  moDths  in  prodiiciBg  ft 

^7^^^^     leads  to  the  same  inference.    The  wbcde  proyei^ 

Ihat  Mrs.  Arbery  has  a  very  arduous  case  to  nudi^ 

vT*      iMit^  in  order  to  establidi  that  the  deceased  was  ef 

^*"''       sound  mind  at  tho  time  of  the  ejcecution;  still  J 

do  not  know  that  the  Court,  on  the  face  .of  die 

paper,  can,  positively,  pronounoe  that  he  was  not 

so.    Mrs.  Arbery  may,  perhapsi,  do  well  to  ooq- 

sider  whether  she  will  not  give  up  the  pursuit* .  It 

may  be  of  some  benefit  for  her  to  relinquish  this 

paper : — in  persisting  in  this  undertaking  she  jvill 

incur  a  considarable  risk  of  expence,  as  if  it  is 

shown  that  be  was  insane  at  any  previops  time,  jUie 

appearance  of  the  paper  itself  may  be  suffic^i^ 

to  condemn  it. 

There  may,  however,  be  &cts  accounting  »for  Ih^ 
disposition.  It  is  pleaded,  that  his  family  had  a 
separate  and  independent  {myvision — th(H]^h  its 
nature  or  amount  is  not  stated ;  nor  does  the  fdlcr 
gation  describe  what  was  the  soii;  of  intimacy  the 
deceased  kept  up  with  Mrs.  Arbery,  nor  give  any 
reason  why  she  was  selected  as  the  object  of  his 
bounty.  It  is  also  pleaded,  that  he  brought  this 
paper  to  the  place  wher^  he  usually  held  his  audit, 
and  there  he  executed  it:  there  is  nothing  ex- 
traordinary, or  unnatural,  perhaps,  that  he  sjiiould 
direct  it  to  be  delivered  to  the  party  benefitted.  It 
is  also  alleged^  that  he,  subsequently^  recognized 
it  as  his  will^  and  declared  he  would  make  no 
other;  and^  it  is  fiirther  pleaded^  that^  after  the 
execution  of  it,  he  mntiaued  to  perform  divine 
service  in  the  parish  church,  and  to  administer  ibe 
sacraments. 

The  whole  tenor  and  ahf^  of  the  paper  very 
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ttroi^y  '^  soundi  to  SMy"  Swinburne^-^n  the 
(MMsge  that  has  been  quoted — thus  states  the 
law:  '^  If  in  the  testament  there  be  a  mixture  of 
wisdom  and  foUy»  it  is  to  be  piresomed  that  the 
SSBUe  was  made  during  the  testator's  frenzy^  inso- 
touch  that  if  there  be  but  one  word  sounding  to 
felly,  it  is  presumed  that  the  testator  was  not  of 
sound  mind  Imd  memsry  when  he  made  the 
ssme''Cil).-^^Stteh  is  the  doctrine  of  Swinburne; 
iHit  it  af^ties  only  to  the  case  of  a  person  who 
is  sentietimes  sane,  and  sometimes  insane;  and 
sf.  whose  stftte  when  he  wrote  his  will,  there  is 
no  direct  proof.  I  cannot,  therefore,  on  the  hce  of 
Hieiiaper,  rejed;  it  at  once^  and  pronounce  the  man 
insane  in  exposition  to  such  owduct  in  life  as  I 
have  before  referred  to;  but  I  strongly  recom- 
Bejld  an  arrangement  out  of  Court. 

As,  in  cases  of  manied  women^  there  should  be 
some  security  for  costs,  the  husband  must^  of  course, 
|ein  in  the  jHroxy,  more  especially  here  where  the 
'Vpman  is  in  a  low  c<Hidition  of  life,  and  the  pro- 
jierty  amounts  in  value  to  XfiOOl. 

Allegation  admitted. 

.  (a)  Swiobttme  on  Wills,  part  2,  «.  8,  mdj^mem. 
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On  Motion. 


2d 


The  deceased^  on  the  26th  of  December,  1827,  probate  may 
died,  at  the  i^  of  about  80  years^  a  spinster —  ^^j^^fonS 

ofawiU 
written  entirdy  in  pencil  by  the  deoeaiedyWho^  a  few  daji  before  death,  declared  the  wished 
it  to  openly  imlaM  altered. 
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182&       possessed   of  personal   property  amounting    to 
^^~^     3,000/.    She  left  four  persons  entitled  in  distribu- 
TERk,      tion  in  case  of  an  intestacy. 
_;^  '        On  the  20th  of  December^  and  on  a  subseqiimt 
iMTBB  Goods  ^y^  ^^  deceased  spoke  of  her  will — described 
AuivB     where  it  would  be  found — and  said,  that  she  hud 
i>TKR.       appointed  her  nephew  executor ;  and  that  she  in- 
tended the  same  should  operate  unless  she  altered 
it.    Upon  her  deaths  a  few  days  afterwards/ a  will 
— ^written  in  pencil,  entirely  in  the  hand-writing  of 
the  deceased,  and  dated  on  the   2l8t  of  July, 
1823 — ^was   found   in  conformity  with  her   dfiN- 
clarations. 

Lushingtofi'-on  affidavits  of  these  fiicts — aKoved' 
that  the  paper  should  be  admitted  to  probate: 
Per  Curiam. 
By  granting  tins  motion,   the   Court  will,  of 
course,  not  preclude  any  one  interested  in  the  pn>- 
perty  from  contesting  this  paper  at  a  future  period; 
but  if  the  contents  of  these  affidavits  are  true  (and 
the  Court  has  no  reason  for  doubting  them)^  the 
paper  is  clearly  valid.     The  application,   hon^ 
ever,  would  have  been  stronger,  if  it  had  been 
accompanied  by  the  consent  of  those  interested 
under  a  prior  will,  and  who  may  be  prejudiced  by 
its  revocation. 

Motion  granted. 
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STANLirr  V.   BERNES. 


On  Motion.  1^2$ 

This  was  an  application  to  the  Court  by  both     hilakt 
parties  to  grant  an:  administration^  pendente  lite,    sd  8e«ioa. 
j(»ntl  J  to  James  Campbell,  agent  of  Mr.  Bernes,  |„  aii"IId^iiiik. 
and  William  Collins^  agent  of  Mr.  Stanley,  and  ^J^iJ 
limited  to  recover  the  sum  of  14,800/.  due  to  the  limited  to  i 
estate  of  John  Stanley,  the  deoeaised ;  of  which  ^^  and'^ 
6,900/.  were  due  from  Mr.  Campbell,  and  7,900/.  fJSJ^l^ 
from  Baring,  Brothers  and  Company ;  and  also  to  ^^  ^o 
receive  the  dividends  on  certain  stock  standing  in  Boit,  the  coort 
the  deceased's  name ;  and  the  Court  was  further  '^^J^"^ 
asked  to  permit  the  administrators,    instead  of  S^I^S^ 
entering  into  a  joint  administration  bond  for  the  ^uttoajoint 
property,  so  limited,  to  enter  into  separate  bonds^ 
each  to  the  amount  only  of  a  moiety  of  the  limited 
property. 

*■:  Lushington  and  Addams^^-cquuBdl  for  Mr.  Stan- 
ley. 

Jfenner  and  PhiUimore — ^for  Mr.  Bernes. 
Per  Curiam. 
.  The  state  of  the  property  renders  such  an  ad- 
mimstration  necessary.  Many  of  the  facts  are 
pleaded. to  have  occurred,  and  must  be  enquired 
into,,  in  a  foreign  country;  and,  consequaitly, 
much  time  may  elapse  before  the  case  is  heard. 
The  administration^  however^  should  be  limited,  not 
only  to  recover,  and  to  receive  the  several  sums^ 
but  also  to  invest  them  in  the  public  funds. 

The  prayer  that  the  administrators  may  give 
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separate  bonds,  is  quite  a  novel  application— -I 
can  see  no  necessity  for  it^  nor  would  any  advan-* 
tage  result^  because  administrators  must  always 
act  jointly ;  they  cannot^  like  executors^  act  inde- 
pendently. The  Court,  ther^ore,  can  discover  no 
reason  for  dq>arting  from  the  rule  hitherto  uniyer- 
sally  observed.  Administrators  pendente  lite,  are 
the  appointees  of  the  Court,  and  are  not  fo  be 
merely  considered  as  the  nominees,  or  agents^  df 
the  several  parties  on  whose  recommendation  tkej. 
are  selected. 


administratioxk  decreed-^die 
usual  security  being  given. 


\. 


'.». 


IN  THIB  GOODS  OF  JOHN  flniNE. 


On  Motion. 


Admiiditra.  ^OHN  Heme — ^fiormerly  of  Islington,  in  tiie 
tion  with  a      County  of  Middlesex,  but  late  of  Woolstone  iHt 

l^aper  annex-  ^  ^  ^__         /  _         ,.-.,11  ^» 

•d— wherein  the  Couuty  of  Warwick — died  a  bachelor  on  the 

JlSSiZfin  1st  of  December,  1827,  leaving  Mary  Whiteman— 

btJ^jAfor  wife  ofWilliamWhiteraatt— and  Elizabeth  Davis, 

*>>•  ^te.  and  ^idow,  his  natural  and  lawful  sisters,  and  wJjT 

Jd,froi?St^."  next    of  kin,    who,    with    four    nephews—tfcq 

SH^^'t!  children  of  a  deceased  sister,  Eleanor  Johnson— 

Sc™«a^  were  the  only  persons  entifled  in  distribution  to 

fon  death,  and  his  porsonal   cstatc,   of  the  value   of  betweea 

was   endorsed     ^  ^^Jl,  i  «  g\g\i\w 

"ontHneofthe  4,0(KW.  and  5,000/. 

wiir*— cannot  ^        ^  ,  .     , 

be  granted,  in  common  form,  on  the  exhiUlion  of  a  proxy  of  cooMnt  from  ««  tnteralttl 
imder  anintestaoy,  Hiore  bebig  no  efidenoe  to  rrimt  the  pranunfrtion  that  the  papir  — 
deliberati?e. 


PRBROfMifltB  MUAtt  *t  CAilfMUUlDRT. 

After  his  death  a  pap^,  of  which  the  following       ttlB. 
18  a  copy,  was  found : —  BkLim^ 


^  Jno  Heme  of  Islington  in  the  Coonty  of       -— ^ 

)ttiddlesejiL  by  this  his  last  will  devises  to  the         w 

Oferseers  &  Churchwardens  of  his  native  village  '^' 

for  to  hai^e 

Woolstone  in  the  County  of  WarW|cL  ^  th^  sum  of 
five  guineas  per  ann.  to  be  secured  to  them  in 

trust  out  of  lay  real  estate  at  W.  aforesaid  for 

fke  benefit  of  ^e  pbof  iti  tbe  sard  vilTag  of  Wool- 
stone  and  given  to  them  in  isndi  portxons  as  this 

Churchwardens  and  Overseers  a  shaU  deem  equt^ 
table  and  just  the  first  annual  paymetit  of  ten 
Gui*  to  be  made  to  tiiedn  mi  the  25^  day  of 

Jat^  next  following  my  descease  and  the  like 
sum  of  5  Gui*  on  every  succeeding  2&^  day  of 

his 

Jaa7  for  ever  perpetually,    l^he  remainder  of  my 

bii 
real  estate  and  all  other  a  personal  property  (a)  he 

his 

gives  to  my  two  sisters  Sarah  Handbox  and  Mary 

hii 

Whiteman  my  four  nephews  Met  Ws!  Charles  and 

,  hb  his 

Jcthn  Johnson  my  Niece  Ann  Fowlier  my  Niece 

and  Ids  itUsd  80th  Deer  I8I7 

EKz.  Johnson  a  »y  two  Neph*.  Aaron  and  John 
Heme  to  be  equally  divided  among  them^  or  so 
vofLuy  of  them  as  may  be  Uving  at  the  time  o( 

Ui  his 

my  descease  and  ^  I  appoint  my  Nephew  John 

he  the  isid  testsior 

(a)  ThB  w^Hs,  <^  he  grret"  wen  origiSiHy  wrhteii  **  I  give/' 


1828.  his 

Heme  sole  Ex^  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament 


Hilary  he 

itTmSnn     ^  testimony  whereof  a  i  the  said  John  Heme 

r-rr  hi.  .. 

iM  TV  GOODS  has  (5)  hereunto  set  and  aflixed  hajt  hand  ain^ 

JourttBijii.  seal  the day  of 

John  Herne. 

(Endorsed.) 
Oadine  of  the  WiB  of  John  Herne 
'   of  Islington  in  the  Coontjr  of  Middlesex 
3rd  Janr  1818. 

The  search  among  the  deceased's  papers^  ibfi 
finding,  the  hand-writing,  the  interlineations,  sig- 
nature, endorsement,  and  that  no  other  testa- 
mentary  paper  could  be  discovered,  were  fully  set 
forth  in  affidavits ;  and  proxies — from  Mrs.  WfiKte- 
man,  and  her  husband ;  from  Mrs.  Davis ;  knd 
firom  two  of  the  nephews — were  exhibited^  con- 
senting that  administration,  with  the  papier  an^ 
nexed,  sh6uld  b6  granted,  in  common  fwm,  to 
Michad,  and  Charles^ .  Johnson — ^the  other  two 
liephews. 

It  also  appeared  that  the  sole  executor  died  in 
the  life-time  of  the  deceased. 

Nicholly  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  body  of  this  paper  is  dispositive^  and  any 
variation  from  the  usual  form  may  be  accounted 
for  by  the  *  apparent  want  of  education  in  the 
writer.  A  difficulty  arises  on  the  face  of  the 
paper  from  the  interlineations — the  omission  of  a 
date  in  the  body  of  the  instrument — ^and  the 
use  of  the  words  *'  outline  of  the  will"  in 
the  endorsement ;    but  the  d6ubt,   arising   frmn 

.  (b)  The  word  **  has'*  was  originally  written  "  have." 
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these  circumstances^  is  rebutted  by  tbie  care  with       1B28. 
which  the  paper  was  preserved.     "  Outlihe  of  ^' —      tuuLRY 
does  not  point  to  the  intention  of  any  subsequent    ^^^ 
act  so  strongly  as  either  *'  plan  designed  for'*  in       — 
Mathews  v.  Wamer(a) ;  or  "  what  I  purpose  to  be"   "  ™^®'** 
in  Roose  v.  Moulsdale  (6) — it  is  tantamount  to  ^®""  hkw«. 
''this  is  my 'will  expressed  summarily:'*    and 
though  a  proxy  of  consent  only  dispenses  with 
formal  evidence,  yet,  where  the   case  is  nearly 
in  eiquilibrio,  it  will  be  of  some  avail  as  showing 
die  opinion  of  those  best   acquainted    with  the 
deceased's  intentions. 
Per  Curiam. 
I  cannot,  consistently  with  the  rules  laid  down 
on  former  occasions,  grant  this  motion  (c).    The 
riile  is  this: — ^if  an  imperfect  paper  is  supported 
by  affidavits  stating  facts  which,  if  established 
by  plea  and  proof,  would  render  the  paper  valid, 
that  then,  on  a  proxy  of  consent,  the  Court  will 
j^iant  its  probate.      In  the  present  instance  the 
affidavits  do  not  furnish  sufficient  facts.     The  in- 
strument, on  the  feice  of  it,  is  imperfect,  and  even 
converted  into  a   deliberative  paper  by  the  de- 
ceased himself:  true  it  is,  that  it  is  signed, — ^but 
when — does  not  appear — there  is  a  blank  left  for 
the  date.    The  inference  is,  that  when  he  signed 
it,  he  intended  to  do  something  more,  and  that 
His '  signature  was  placed  there  when  it  was  first 
written.     It  is  now  in  a  different  state  from  what 
it     originally    was — ^it    then    was    in    the    first 
person  throughout  dovra  to   the  very  last  para-^ 

(a)  4  Burn.  Ecc.  Law,  p.  107  ;  also  4yes.  jun.  186. 

(b)  1  Addams,  129. 

(c)  Vide— Id  the  goods  of  Tolcher,  deceased,  3  Add.  16, 
VOL.  1.  q 
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1828.      graph,  it  was  afterwards  changed  to  the  third 
HiLART     p^rson^  and,  on  the  outside,  are  these  words : 


^'  Outline  of  the  will  of  John  Heme  of  Isluur- 

IV  TttX  GOODS 

or        ton  in  the  County  of  Middlesex,  3d  Jan?  1818J 


»» 


JoHM  Rtftin. 


It^  therefore,  is  probable^  on  the  fiEu;e  of  it,  that 
when  this  endorsement  was  made  the  paper  was 
intended  only  to  be  deUberative  ;  even  this  is  nine 
years  before  his  death,  and,  from  the  erasure  of 
Aaron  Heme's  name,  and  the  interlineation  above, 
it  appears,  that  it  was  written  some  time  previous 
to  fhe  20th  December,  1817  :  consequently  it  is  to 
be  inferred,  that  the  deceased  did  not  intend  it  to 
take  effect  in  its  present  form.  This  is  the  pre- 
sumption of  law  in  every  unfinished  paper,  and 
that  presumption  is  alvrays  held  to  be  strengthened 
when  the  paper,  as  in  the  present  instance^  pur-^ 
ports  to  dispose  not  only  of  personal,  but  also  of 
real,  property^  as  to  which  it  clearly  must  be  in- 
efficient. Some  recent  recognition  would  then  be 
necessary  to  render  it  operative;  if  it  could  be 
shown  that  shortly  before  his  deaths  he  had  so  re- 
ferred to  it  as  an  existing  will,  that  his  intention 
would  be  carried  down  to  that  time^  the  case 
would  be  altered  ;  but  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind 
later  than  the  date.  The  affidavits  only  all^pe 
that  it  is  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased,  and 
was  found  among  a  bundle  of  papers  in  a  box  ; 
but  that  it  was  not  known  how  long  it  had  re- 
mained  there. 

It  would  then  be  too  much^  on  the  consent  ci 
—4;*^ — not  aware  perhaps  of  their  interests — to 

'-♦^tion  with  this  naner  annexed 
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to  pass  the  seal.  The  Court  is  bound  to  protect  1828. 
those  who  may  give  an  unguarded  consent.  To  huIry 
gmnt  this  motion  would  not  only  be  going  further  ^/£2* 
Ihan  precedents  authorize  the  Court,  but  would 
be  a  departure  from  them^  and  from  principle.  I, 
Oerefore,  reject  the  motion.*  ^^™  «■"■• 

Motion  rejected. 


SdSewioii. 
Im  thb  goods 

OP 


^•^ 


ROSS,  otherwise  russ,  v.  chestbr. 


Judgment  (a) . 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Tills  case  arises  upon  a  will  made  in  extremis  ifnomiAciMi 
— ahnost  in  articuh  mortis ;  the  validity  of  which  f,S^iS?^ 
IQUst  depend  on  satisfactory  proof  of  volition  and  "^^^^  ^^ 

.     *       rw^,  ••II  •  prcTMHLi  a£Geo» 

capacity.    The  account  given  by  the  witnesses  is,  tion,  and  dc 
generally,  fair^  and  there  is  no  suspicion  of  fraud  supported  by 
or  circumvention.    The  paper  is  in  the  hand-writ-  J^Sd^^ 
inff  of  Joseph  Searle,  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses :  ytanca  ahow. 
It   IS  propounded  by   Mrs.  Koss,   and    opposed  andrapacity. 
by  Mrs.  Chester — ^the  cousin  and  sole  next  of  kin  ^'ii^^T*^ 
rf  the  deceased.    The  property  is  very  small,  ^^^^ 
amounting:  only  to  250/. —  it  would  have  been  fer  iMtructiona 

,  -t  1^1  *•         lur  were  conveyed 

better^  m  such  a  case,  that  the  parties  should  nave  throngrh  the 
come  to  a  compromise ;  but  there  being  now  no  SJS^'^^^"*" 
hopes  of  such  a  conclusion,  it  is  my  duty  to  decide 
the  question  judicially. 

The  deceased  was  a  widower ;  and  Mrs.  Ross  was 
the  second  wife,  and  widow  of  his  father.  Since 
the  death  of  the  latter,  the  deceased  and  Mrs.  Ross 

(m)  Addams-^iot  the  will.  Lushtngtmi^foT  an  intesUcy. 

q2 
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had  lived  together  for  nearly  forty  years ;  he  ea^ 
tertained  for  her  the  greatest  affection  and  regard.; 
whil6,  with  his  cousin^  Mrs.  Chester,  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  kept  up  any  intercourse  whatever. 
Hence  it  is  probable  that,  if  there  was  any  will,'^he 
would  leave  all  his  property  as  a  provision  and 
support  for  the  old  lady — his  mother-in-law ;  so 
Mumford  says^  that  it  was  ^^  the  general  impres- 
sion that  Mrs.  Ross  was  to  have  what  the  deceased 
possessed/^  It  is  in  evidence  too  that  he  made 
declarations  to  that  effect. 

Kingsbury  deposes^  that  the  deceased  talked 
"  of  Mrs.  Ross's  relations — never  of  his  own — he 
never  mentioned  Mrs.  Chester — ^he  spoke  of  Mrs. 
Ross  as  the  only  person  belonging  to  him/' 

Searle  states,  that  ^^  about  five  or  six  weeks 
before  his  deaths  the  deceased,  speaking  of  Mn. 
Ross,  said — ^  The  poor  old  soul  must  make  the  best 
shift  she  could  when  he  was  gone,  but  she  would 
be  left  tolerably  well/ '' 

I  can  only  construe  this  to  mean  ^^  left  tolerably 
Well  by  him/'  and  to  refer  to  the  proposed  dis- 
position of  his  own  property  :  I  have  still  less 
difficulty  in  so  construing  it,  when  I  turn  to  tfie 
account  given  by  another  witness,  Peck,  a  neigh- 
bour and  an  intimate  acquaintance  of  the  deceased 
for  nine  or  ten  years — with  whom  the  deceased 
uded  to  sit,  and  chat  while  the  witness  (a  shoe- 
maker) was  at  work ;  for  he  speaks  strongly  to 
declarations  of  intentions. 

"  He  has  many  times  heard  the  deceased  say, 
he  should  leave  whatever  he  had  to  the  old  lady 
(meaning  Mrs.  Ross).  He  did  not  mention  tii^ 
lease  of  his  house  in  particular,  but  the  deponent^ 
several  times^  asked  him  whom  he  meant  to  give  it 
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to,  and  he  always  answered — ^  to  the  old  lady/ 
The  deponent  also  spoke  to  him  several  times 
about  the  propriety  of  making  a  will,  and  the  last 
time  he  did  so  was  about  five  weeks  before  his 
death,  when  he  asked  him^  ^  to  whom  he  meant  to 
give  the  lease  of  his  house  ;^  and  he  replied — '  to 
the  old  lady,  my  mother-in-law,  Mrs.  Ross-/ 
deponent  observed,  *  that's  right,  for  she'll  live 
lon^r  than  you  or  me,  perhaps,^  and  the  deceased 
rq[>lied^^  perhaps  she  may,  Mr.  Peck/  and  then 
added,  ^  that  she  should  have  it,  and  he  would  not 
leave  it  to  any  one  else.'  The  deponent  then  told 
him  he  ought  to  get  a  will  made,  and  he  said,  ^  he 
woQld,  and  would  leave  the  old  lady  every  thing 
he  had/'' 

Mrs.  Searle,  the  wife  of  the  writer  of  the  will, 
also  deposes  to  similar  declarations : — 

"  Deponent  on  the  said  Thursday  (the  day  on 
trhich  the  deceased  was  taken  ill)  went  in  to  see 
him ;  and  he  requested  her  to  sit  down  until  Mrs. 
Ross  should  return.  In  the  course  of  conversation , 
die  deceased,  speaking  of  his  property,  said,  ^  I 
have  got  but  little,  but  must  leave  it  all  to  the  old 
womaii;  for  God  knows  what  will  become  of 
her/  " 

"  Nothing  can  be  of  greater  weight  than  this 
affection,  and  these  repeated  declarations,  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  his  life,  when,  in  no  degree, 
opposed  or  counteracted  by  any  circumstances  of 
a  contrary  tendency:  they  lay  a  strong  foun- 
dation for  this  will,  and  supply  proof  of  intention, 
even  if  capacity,  at  the  time  of  doing  the  act,  were, 
in  any  degree,  doubtful. 

I  approach,  then,  the  day  of  his  death.  His 
illness,  which  had  been  short>  had  only  confined 
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him  to  his  bed  for  a  few  days,  and  was  occasMMiei 
by  a  violent  cold  affecting  his  breathing,  and  pio* 
ducing  asthma — ^this  accounts  for  his  speakkig 
but  little  :  in  the  morning,  Searle,  the  husband  isS 
his  nurse,  went  for  his  friend  Pulteney,  as  the 
deceased  wanted  him  very  particularly ;  not  hmaig 
able  to  see  him,  he  went  a  seccmd  time,  and  Pokft* 
ney  could  not  then  come,  fcH*  he  was  obliged  t^ 
attend  a  vestry:  oa  comnuinicating  thia  to  the 
deceased,  he  exclaimed,  ^^  Oh  my  God !  u^Mii 
shall  I  do !  I  must  resign  it  to  the  will  of  God,  aad 
Searle ;'' — ^but  he  did  not  say  what  it  was  he  meaat 
so  to  resign.  This  is  the  result  of  the  evidence  i^f 
Searle  on  the  seoond  article ;  and  of  Mrs.  Searle 
the  fifth  interrogatory. 

As  far  as  this  goes,  it  is  uncertain  what  l^e 
to  leave  to  ^^  God  and  Searie  ;^'  but  it  shows  ibtt 
the  whole  a&ir  originated  with  the  deceased,  and 
that  he  had  an  anxiety  to  do  what  he  s^it  i^NT 
Pulteney  to  do.  Coupling,  however,  all  the  fiir-* 
cumstances  together,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the 
capacity  of  the  deceased,  on  that  morning,  waa 
beyond  doubt,  and  that  bis  object  in  sending  for 
Pulteney  was  to  effect  some  testamentary  act ;  more 
particularly  when  I  advert  to  what  Mumford  saya. 
Searle  allows  that  his  own  account  is  somewhat  im- 
perfect, and  gives,  as  a  reason,  that  he  was  very  ill 
at  the  time  of  his  examination,  so  ill,  indeed,  thai 
he  was  not  able  to  undergo  a  cross-examinatioQ,  in 
which  he  might,  perhaps,  have  given  a  fuller 
explanation  (a).    His  account  to  Mumford,  recemii 

(a)  Upon  the  death  of  this  witness,  a  motion  was  made  that 
his  evidence  might  be  received,  although  he  had  not  been  re* 
peated,  nor  examined  on  interrogatories,  when  the  Court 'di- 
rected that  the  oonaent  of  the  adverse  Proctor  sboiki  b&j 
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fftto,  is  more  intelli^ble ;  and  to  that  I  shall 
presently  advert. 

Here,  then,  if  it  be  correct,  is  sufficient  to  infer 
tiiat  the  object  of  sending  for  Pulteney  was  to 
make  his  will.  Searle  did  not  set  about  it  till 
some  time  after ;  when  the  deceased  getting  worse^ 
Mrs.  Ross  went  up  to  Searle,  and  desired  him  to 
draw  "  a  bit  of  a  will  as  fast  as  he  could/'  Piiper 
ms  procured^  and  Searle  wrote  the  instrument. 

Certainly  there  is  no  dear  evidence  of  instruc- 
tions, directly,  for  the  act  itself;  the  message  was 
carried  by  Mrs.  Ross  to  Searle ;  but  there  is  evi- 
dence,— that  the  deceased  knew  what  was  going 
forward,  and  that  his  wishes  accompanied  the  act 
— ^from  Peck,  to  whom  I  have  already  referred ; 
for  when  he  called  that  morning,  the  deceased  told 
!iim^  **that  Searle  was  writing  his  will*' — and  this 
m  a  species  of  recognition  when  his  testamentary 
intentions  are  so  clear.  It  is  not  material,  nor 
singular,  nor  unusual,  that  the  witnesses  differ  as 
to  the  hour  at  which  the  execution  took  place. 
On  the  second  article,  Peck  thus  deposes : — 

"  He  went  to  ask  the  deceased  how  he  did, 
about  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  day  on 
which  he  di^ :  the  deponent  took  hold  of  the 
deceased's  hand,  and  asked  him,  if  he  knew  him  : 
fte  deceased  answered,  'Yes,  Peck,  I  know  you 
Very  well ;'  and  then  said,  *  the  will's  being  wrote : 
Searle,  the  lodger,  is  writing  it  upstairs:'  the 
deponent  observed,  '  You  have  driven  it  off  too 
long;*  and  the  deceased  answered,  'it  should 
have  been  done  before ;  but  it  was  neglected  when 
you  talked  to  me  about  it  before.'     Deponent  is 

in  acts  of  Court ;  and  also,  that  the  application  was  made^  in 
tUs  form,  on  scecmnl  of  the  smallness  of  the  property. 
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nO)  I  ain  not  dead  .yet.^  If.  this  was  the  reply, 
it  shows  some  confusion  of  mind,  or  misunder- 
standing  of  the  question;  and  Mrs.  Searle  also 
speaks  to  the  same  answer.  That,  no  doubt,  was 
then*  impression,  and  so  Mrs.  Searle  seems  to  have 
told  Mrs.  Chester^  for  she  has  had  conversation 
with  her ;  but  Mumford  deposes  to  another  answer 
which,  possibly,  the  Searles  might  not  hear.  Mum- 
ford's  account  is  to  this  effect : — 

-  ■  • 

^*  Deponent  was  sent  for^  and  went  to  the  de- 
ceased's house,  where  he  found  him  in  bed. 
Searle  was  standing  by  the  bed-side  with  a  paper 
in  his  hand,  and  Mrs.  Ross  and  Mrs.  Searle  were 
ako  present ;  deponent  asked  Searle  what  he  had 
got  in  his  hand,  and  he  said,  a  paper  he  had  been 
writing :  deponent  asked  him  how  he  came  to 
write  that  paper^  and  he  replied,  that  he  had  been 
into  the  Borough,  at  Ross's  request^  for  a  Mr. 
Pnlteney ;  but  who  was  unable^  at  that  time^  to 
come;  that  when  deponent  told  this  to  the  de- 
ceased, he  had  thereupon  said^  ^  Then,  Sirs,  I  must 
leave  it  to  God  and  you  to  do  it  in  the  ^best  way 
you  can  for  the  old  woman'  (meaning  Mrs.  Ross). 
Searle  further  stated,  that  he  had  written  a  will  for 
the  deceased,  which  was  the  paper  he  had  then  got 
in  his  hand  :  deponent  observed^  that  it  would  be 
proper  Searle  should  read  the  will  to  the  deceased : 
Searle  assented^  and  accordingly  read  the  will  to 
the  deceased  audibly  and  distinctly ;  observing  to 
him,  as  if  in  explanation  of  its  contents^  what- 
ever there  is,  is  for  Mrs.  Ross,  upon  which  the 
deceased  said,  '  Yes,  yes.' " 

This  clearly  points  to  a  testamentary  act — '^  Yes, 
yes," — this  is  an  express  approbation  of  the  con- 
tents upon  not  only  a  reading  over,  but  a  distinct 
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eKplanation  of  tbe  disposition.  The  pai  was  thed 
put  into  his  hand :  Searle  says,  at  first  he  could  net 
hold  it^  but  that^  of  his  own  accord,  he  pidicd  it 
up^  and,  with  the  assistance  of  Searle,  made  his 
mark.  This  was  not  a  necessary  act — ^it  would 
have  been  valid,  though  he  was  unable,  from 
bodily  infirmity,  or  firom  being  oyertaken  by  the 
stroke  of  death,  to  sign  it,  if  the  Court  had  been 
satisfied  that  he  intended,  and  approyed,  tbe 
disposition.  But  here  is  the  signature,  such  as 
he  could  make  it;  and  Mumford,  and  Seaiie, 
afterwards  witnessed  it  in  testimony  of  his  appni^ 
bation.  Mrs.  Searle  will  not  swear^  either  that  he 
was  capable,  nor  that  he  was  totally  incapable ;  bot 
it  is  clear^  from  the  interrogatory,  that  she  has  had 
much  conversation  with  Mrs.  Chester  as  to  his 
answer  *^  no  I  am  not  dead  yet,^^  and  is  so  ooa^ 
mitted  to  it,  that  she  may  feel  some  difficulty  ki 
speaking  as  strongly  as  she  otherwise  mi^t  to  lus 
capacity.  But^  looldng  to  all  the  facts  and  circuoBh 
stances  ;  to  his  testamentary  declarations,  *'  that  he 
should  leave  all  to  this  old  lady ;"  to  his  anxiety^ 
that  morning,  to  see  Pulteney ;  to  his  exclamatimi 
^*  Oh  my  God !  what  shall  I  do  ?  I  must  re^ga  it 
all  to  the  will  of  God  and  Searie''  (when  he 
learnt  that  Pulteney  could  not  come)  ;  to  his  asser- 
tion to  Peck,  *'  that  Searle  was  writing  his  wiil  ;*^ 
to  his  answer  to  Mrs.  Kingsbury,  "  no,  nobody/^ 
when  she  asked  *'if  he  would  like  to  put  any 
body's  name  in  the  will  besides  Mrs.  Ross*  f^  to 
his  saying  "  Yes,  y€«,^'  when  the  will  was  Fead 
over  and  explained ;  to  bis  previous  affections,  aad 
to  general  probability, — I  am  convinced,  though 
this  act  was  deferred  till  late,  and  was  completed 
almost  ariiculo  mortis;  yet  tiiat  it  was  the  mind 
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and  intuition  of  the  deceased  so  to  dispose  of  his 
property,  and  that  it  is  suflScient  for  carrying  into 
effect  his  wishes  in  relation  to  his  personal  estate ; 
I^  therefore,  pronounce  for  the  paper. 

As  to  the  next  of  kin  being  allowed  their  costs 
oiit  of  the  estate,  they  were,  certainly,  justified 
in  entering  into  the  investigation,  considering 
the  will  was  made  in  artteulo  mortis— and  my  only 
doubt  arises  from  the  smallness  of  the  property — 
but,  on  the  whole,  I  think  they^  are  entitled  to 
their  costs. 
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IN   THE   GOODS   OF   TUB   REVEREND   SIR  JOHN 

UGUTON,   BARONET. 


On  Motion. 


3d 


The  Reverend  Sir  John  Lighten,  late  of  Do-  AtestatorhaT- 
Doughmore,  in  the  county  of  Donegal,  died  on  the  t^o^i![^ton, 
4th  of  April,  1827 ;   the  deceased  in  and  by  his  ^^^^tf 
last  will,  dated  the  17th  of  March,  1827,  appointed  ^^^^^^f^^"* 
executors  in  the  words  following  : —  othennhouid 

^  be  substituted: 

^^n  the  death 

'*  And  of  this  my  will  I  nominate,  constitute,  and  ^i^t^J^!!!^ 
appoint  Sir  Samuel  Hayes,  and  the  Reverend  Ste-  ^^^^ 
wart  Hamilton,  executors  and  trustees ;  and,  incase  wiii— andona 
of  the  death  of  either  of  them,  I  nominate  and  ap-  £I!J?fr^*tte 
point  Edmund   Hayes,  and  my  brother  Henry  ^^ifj^^^^ 
Lighten,  to  act  and  be  executors  and  trustees  in  tooneofttie 

-•.'-,  substituted 

tbeir  stead.''  executors,  it 

appearing  to 
bate  been  the  testator's  inleiitiona  that  the  tabstitutioa  sbooM  take  place  on  tbe  death  ^ 
of  the  original  ezecotors,  whether  happenbg  in  the  testator's  Ufb4mie»  or  afterwards. 
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'  Jewner — on  these  documents,  and  on  reference  1828. 

to  a  case  (a),  in  which  the  Court  had  made  a  grant  uiu^yg 

similar  in  some  of  its  circumstances — moved  that  «J?*!!» 

probate  be  decreed  to  Sir  Edmund  Hayes,  Baronet^  — 

as  one  of  the  substituted  executors.  of  thbrst! 

Motion  granted.  f^l^^ 

Ba&ohet. 


IN    THE    GOODS   OF   THE   COUNTESS   DA  CUNHA. 


On  Motion. 


The  sum  of  14,911/.  I6s.,  three  per  cents,  was  Adminktratiqii 
entered,  in  the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Com-  Jhi*^!^pu>f 
pany  of  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  of  ^^^^J^ 
''Her  Excellency  Donna  Maria  Gertrudes  Quin-  ftmd»— grant- 
tella,  of  Lisbon,  spinster,  now  the  wife  of  His  residuary lega- 
Excellency  Don  Joze  Maria  Vasques  Da  Cunha,  ^;;^o1^ 

both  subjecta 
0^  and  resident  in,  Partugal,  on  a  certificate  being  produced,  that  by  the  law  of  Por- 
ti^^  she  was  entitled. 

(a)  In  the  goods  of  Milo  Bourke,  late  of  Jamaica,  deceased, 
it  appeared,  that,  by  his  will,  executed  a  few  hours  before  his 
death,  be  appointed  his  brother,  and  Mr.  Murphy,  executors: 
the  wiH  also  contained  this  clause :— - 

**  In  case  of  the  death  or  departure  from  this  island  of  my 
said  brother,  I  appoint  Joseph  Fannin,  Merchant,  an  executor 
in  his  stead." 

The  brother  died,  having  proved  in  Jamaica.  Mr.  Murphy 
renounced  in  that  island,  and  declined  to  take  probate  in  England. 
On  an  application,  by  Mr.  Fannin  (supported  by  his  own  affida- 
vit), for  probate  in  this  country  in  common  form,  and,  upon 
stating  that  he  was  shortly  about  to  return  to  Jamaica,  the 
Court  was  satisfied,  that  his  appointment,  as  a  substituted 
executor,  was  clearly  intended  to  take  effect,  either  upon  Mr. 
Bourke— the  brother — dying,  or  quitting  Jamaica  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator,  or  subsequent  to  .his  death — and  granted 
the  probate. — Michaelmas  Term,  Ist  Session,  1826. 


SB 


<*•«* 


-COO"' 


.*.«»-*•• 


W 


w* 


>*^.-*rx5.r^v. 


\a«» 


^^'"''."a  o5j^lte« 


c'>*'"f„9A«<" 


»cco" 


,ooW 


»''»^V>e  .«» "l^!^  covAi  »»J^  «o\\o«'^e  *»; 
,eo«  "five  C""'!**'  T*«  ^"*S,  oS** 


Co«i»«*, 


,,:v*«!^r^^* 


CO*'*''  .^ 

ioWo-"" 


ot* 


'.sl?i';ri 


cosloW  " 


PREROeATIVB  COURT  OW   CANTERBURY.  239 

tent  to  his  Excellency  the  Count  da  Vianna,  an       ^^28. 
inhabitant  of  the  said  capital,  and  to  her  Excel*     Hilary 
lency  Donna  Maria,  his  wife.  Countess  of  the  same    j/^^^ 
title,  to  administer  the  property  and  effects  belong-       — 
ing  to  them  respectively,   although    neither   of     ovthk 
them,  the  said  husband  and  wife,  may  have  yet  ^^cuma."^ 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.    We  do  also 
attest,  that  pursuant  to  the  same  laws^  all  legal 
obligations  and  instruments  duly  made  by  the  said 
Count  da  Vianna  are  valid  in  the  kingdom  of 
Portugal,  notwithstanding  he  is  under  twenty -one 
years  of  age.     We  finally  attest  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  dotal  contract,  or  respective  agreement  made 
on  the  15th  January,  1814,  previous  to  the  mar-* 
riage  of  the  Count  da  Cunha  with  Donna  Maria 
Gertrudes   Quintella,  Countess  da   Cunha,   de- 
ceased, the  said  Countess  da  Vianna  enjoys  full 
r^ht,  during  her  life-time,  iu  conformity  to  the 
said  laws  of  Portugal,  to  administer  and  receive  the 
interest  and  dividends  on  the  sum  of  14,911/.  16^. 
three  per  cent,  consolidated  annuities,  standing  in 
the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  of^  &c.  &c. 

Done  in  Lisbon,  15th  January,  1828 ;  and  signed 
by — Jos^  Manoel  Pinheiro  de  Castro. — Joaquim 
Lourenco  Lopes. —  Francisco  Pinto  Coelho  de 
Castro. — Manoel  Pelis  de  Oliveira  Pinheiro. 

In  explanation  of  this  certificate,  it  had  also 
been  ascertained  that,  by  the  law  of  Portugal,  the 
Countess  of  Vianna,  under  the  dotal  contiuct,  was 
entitled  only  to  the  dividends  of  the  stock  during 
her  life. 

hushington — ^upon  these  documents — ^now  moved 
for  an  administration,  with  the  will  of  the  Coun- 
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IN  THE  GOODS  OP  ALEXANDER  FEHRIER. 


On  Motion. 


1828. 


By  indenture  dated  the  9th  of  November,  1794,      hiulrt 
made  between  John  Briggs  the  elder,  and  Martha    a/Sriin. 
Lysaght  widow,  the  relict  of  Arthur  Lysaght,  in  ^^  ^^^  ^^ 
contemplation  of  their  marriage,  it  was  agreed,  Mfe  of  certain 
that   John    Pybus,  Geoi^e  Westcot,    Alexander  GglL^ned' 
Ferrier,  and  Thomas  Lane  should,  of  their  settle-  2^^£; 
Rient,  be  appointed  trustees,  and  that  the  said  John  «««nainder- 

«A  •  1  ffian,  an  acfani- 

miggs  should  assign  over  to  the  said  trustees  what-  niitration  with 
e?er  sums  might  become  due  to  the  said  Martha  Sd-jiiSS'to 
Briggsfrom  the  third  part  of  the  net  produce  of  ISd  X't^to 
the  estate  of  her  former  husband,  to  be  by  them  {'j?  *«»«>*  f<w 
laid  out  in  government  funds,  or  lent  on  good  se-  revokS^^and 
curity,  or  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  as  the  ^nuJ^^ 
said  John  Briggs  should  think  proper  to  direct ;  *^*®J^!^^ 
and   it  was  further  agreed  that  the  said  trustees  creed  to  the 
i^ould  be  accountable  to  John  Briggs  for  the  in-  man,  Then  pot- 
come  or  produce  of  the  above  sums,  or  lands,  dur-  J^enti^^u- 
ing  his  life,  and  afterwards  to  the  said  Martha  ^rert  therein, 
his  then  intended  wife,  in  case  she  should  survive 
him  ;  but  that,  on  the  decease  of  both  of  them,  the 
sums  thereby  assigned  in  trust  should  so  remain 
for  the  benefit  of  the  child  or  children  of  the  said 
intended  marriage,   and   to  be  divided  amongst 
them,   on  their  coming  of  age,  in  such   propor- 
tions as  the  last  surviving  parent  might  direct  in 
writing,  but,  in  default  of  such  direction,  then 
equally. 

VOL.  1.  R 
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1828.  The  marriage  having  taken  place,  an  investment 

Hilary      was  made  of  the  above-mentioned  third  part  in 
d/^lidoD     *^^  public  funds.     Of  the  marriage,  two  children 
—        only — John  and  Stephen — attained  their  foil  age, 
OP         who,  with  their  father,  survived  Martha  Briggs. 
^Stm**  Mr.  Ferrier,  the  last  survivor  of  the  trustees,  died 
in  May,  1809,  without  being  possessed  of  any 
personal  estate,   vnthin  the  province  of  Canter- 
bury, except  this  trust-property:   his  executocs 
therefore  refosed  to  prove  within  the  province  of 
Canterbury,  and  administration   (with  will  and 
codicils  annexed)  of  his  eflects — limited   so  fiur 
only  ajs  concerned  the    interest,    and    dividends 
then  due,  or  which  thereafter  might  grow  dne, 
on  the  trust    stock,    during  ^  the    life   of   John 
Briggs — had  been  grarted  to  him  by  this  Court* 
A  proxy  from  John  Briggs — ^the  admiiiistratoiw-^ 
was  now  exhibited,  consenting  that  this  adminiii^ 
tration  should  be  revoked  in  order  that  a  gianl, 
limited  to  this  trust  stock,  might  be  decreed  to 
his  two  sons. 

On  the  caveat-day  after  last  Michaelmas  Terni, 
Daubeny  moved  the  Court  to  revoke  the  ad- 
ministration formerly  granted  to  John  Briggs  die 
father,  and  to  decree  it,  limited  to  the  trust  pro- 
perty, to  the  two  sons. 
Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  said,  there  was  a  difficulty  in  re- 
voking an  administration  which  was  effective  as  te 
all  the  purposes  for  which  it  was,  ori^naliy, 
granted ;  and  also  expressed  a  doubt  whether  It 
would  be  justified  in  taking  such  a  step,  as  the 
fether  might  still  retain  a  power  of  appointment^ 
in  respect  of  this  money,  between  his  children, 
or  might,  possibly,  have  assigned  his  life  interest 
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On  this  day  Dauheny  renewed  his  motion^  and 
brought  to  the  Court's  notice  the  opinion  of  an 
eminent  Chancery  counsel  to  the  effect — that  a  ^JJJ[JJ2JJ^* 
Court  of  Equity,  had  it  been  applied  to  during 
the  life-time  of  the  trustee^  would  have  compelled 
him  to  transfer  the  stock  to  the  sons,  the  father 
having  first  assigned  over  his  life  interest  to  them, 
and  released  his  power  of  appointment. 
Per  Curiam. 

The  object  of  Uiis  application  is,  that  the  sons 
should  obtain  possession  of,  and  control  over,  the 
principal  during  the  life-time  of  the  father,  these 
three  persons  having  the  only  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty ;  for  there  is  now  an  affidavit  of  the  dder 
Mr.  Briggs,  that  he  has  not  assigned  over  his  right 
to  any  third  person.  The  Court  would  be  in- 
clined to  do  all  that  the  trustee^  or  his  represen- 
tative, could  be  called  upon  to  do;  but  there  is 
this  awkwardness,  that  I  am  asked. to  revoke  an  ad- 
ministration good  for  all  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  originally  decreed  ;  still  I  think  myself  jus- 
tified, under  the  circumstances,  in  directing  that, 
as  soon  as  the  father  shall  have  assigned  over  to 
the  sons  his  interest  under  the  trust  deed,  and  shall 
have  executed  a  release  of  his  power  of  appoint- 
ment, the  former  limited  administration  may  be 
revoked,  and  that  administratiQii  limited,  as  prayed, 

may  pass  to  the  sons. 

Motion  granted. 


r2 


Hi  t** 


,,  d^fo^  a  Proctor  ap^Xe 

*T«»«.      ^®^;,t  „aKeth  Nlartttt'  have  been »  ^g. 

,a  s«--     for  E^«;^^  aWegeA  bet  to  ,v,  bet 

v?!  A   v»bo  >va9  cbnaten         deceased  ^^n 

cbi\d,  ^"       gbt  «V  '^l  "  vt>ewce,  a«d  "^  'ugbad 

bavins  an  ^«^^      ^  b\s  ^^^^^ed  of,  ^f^^ 
^^""^^X'  ?S^prev^ouslya)n>^^;^„,ttucUons^^ 

\rP  •"    that,  ^»    i,^vvbog8  ■'  ^c  .  het  o^»  ^**' 
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The  widow,  in  her  answers^  admitted  that  she 
directed  the  above-mentioned  will  to  be  de- 
stroyed, and  that  she  afterwards  said  the  deceased 
himself  had  destroyed  it,  '^  because  she  conceived 
and  imagined  that  the  deceased,  by  his  marriage, 
did^  in  effect,  revoke  and  make  void  his  will/' 

Lushington — ^for  the  executors — sprayed  the 
Court  to  pronounce  for  the  will  as  contained  in 
file  draft,  and  to  condemn  the  widow  in  the  whole 
cf  ihe  costs. 

Phillimore,  contrd — admitted  that  the  proof 
established,  that  the  draft  was  entitled  to  pro- 
iiate ;  but  trusted  the  Court  would  not  condemn 
Ae  widow  in  costs,  as  she  had  clearly  acted 
mider  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law. 

Jenner — for  five  of  the  next  of  kin  cited  to  see 
proceedings — prayed  for  their  costs  out  of  the 
estate. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  case — ^that  does  not  very  often  occur 
—of  a  will  which  was  in  existence  at  the  testator's 
death,  but  afterwards  destroyed :  fortunately  the 
draft  was  presei-ved. 

The  all^ation,  which  is  fiiUy  proved,  states  the 
education  of  the  deceased's  illegitimate  daughter ; 
that  she  was  brought  up  in  his  house,  and  treated 
and  acknowledged  as  his  lawful  child:  it  then 
pleads  the  due  execution  of  his  will ;  and  there 
is  no  doubt  that  it  was,  when  executed,  conform- 
able with  the  draft  now  before  the  Court  In 
1826,  the  deceased  married  Elizabeth  Rawlings, 
with  whom  he  had  previously  cohabited  for  nine 
m  ten.  years.  Before  marriage  he  had  conveyed 
to  her  a  thousand  pounds.    The  will— exclusively 
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in  favour  of  the  child— ^the  widow,  shortly  after 
the  testator's  deaths  caused  to  be  destroyed,  not- 
withstanding strong  remonstrances  w^e  made  at 
the  time  on  the  impropriety  of  such  a  proceeding* 
By  whatever  inducement  she  was  tempted  to  this 
misconduct,  it  is  clear  that  the  will^  having  been 
in  existence  since  the  deceased's  death,  is  vaiid^ 
and,  consequently,  that  this  draft  also  is  valid* 
I  am,  therefore,  bound  to  decree  probate  thereol^ 
and  to  go  the  length  of  condemning  the  wMow 
in  the  full  costs. 

It  is  a  little  fortunate  for  her,  that,  at  the  time 
she  was  guilty  of  this  act  of  spoliation — (me  of 
the  grossest  frauds  that  can  be  committed—die 
statute,  which  imposes  the  penalty  of  transporttlmi 
for  such  offences,  had  not  been  enacted :  aiooe 
then  a  provision,  in  one  of  Mr.  Peel's  bills,  hw 
been  made  by  he  Legislature  for  the  puniahmeok 
of  crimes  of  this  nature  (a) .  The  moral  guilt  of 
Mrs.  Martin  is,  however,  the  same ;  and  I  feel,  too 
hesitation  in  condemning  her  in  costs,  whether 
they  can  be  obtained  or  not.  The  costs  of  tlie 
next  of  kin  may  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 


(a)  By  7  and  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29.  8.  22.  it  is  enacted,  <<  tlMit 
if  any  person  shall,  either  during  the  Kfe  of  the  testator  or  tM^ 
tatrixy  or  after  his  or  her  death,  steal,  or  for  any  fraudid^ 
purpose  destroy  or  conceal  any  will,  codicil,  or  other  teate* 
mentary  instrument,  whether  the  same  shall  relate  to  real  dr 
personal  estate,  or  to  both,  every  such  ofiender  shall  be  goflty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  being  convicted  thereof  shall  be  liabk 
to  any  of  the  punishments  which  the  Court  may  award,  «• 
hereinbefore  last  mentioned  ;  [viz.  transportation  for  seven 
years ;  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both]  and  it  shall  not  id  ^y  " 
indictment  for  such  offence  be  necessary  to  allege  that  sneb 
will,  codicil,  or  other  instrument,  is  the  property  of  any  perm, 
or  ^at  the  same  is  of  any  value.'* 
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PITT,   ASSIGNEE   OF   WOODHAM^   V.    WOODHAM. 


Act  on  Petition.  ,^^ 

1828. 


This  was  an  application  for  an  inventory  and    Eztn^Dny, 

account.  '*t^- 

AddofM — for  the  widow  and   administratrix,  tiic court  wui 

wof    >t  the  in- 

— cited  Ritchie  v.  Rees  and  Rees  (a)^  uid  prayed  atenceofthe 
the  Court  to  dismiss  his  party.  iSI^<^^L^ 

Luahmgton — contra^  for  the  assignee— observed,  S!S^J|^^^ 
th«t  in  the  case  cited^  the  deceased  had  been  dead  ▼«>t  had  not 
forty-four  yea.rs ;  and  though  the  party  was,  in  that  distribatiye 
instance,  relieved  from  the  obligation  of  delivering  J^I^J^^ 
an  inventory^  the  Court  was  very  anxious  at  that  ^^j^ji^'  * 
tim^  and  would  always  be  so,  to  guard  against  a  the  fother  of 
relaxation  of  the  rule  of  law  in  this  respect.  for  imhiT^ 

Judgment.  toryandac 

count,  after  a 
Sir  John  NiCHOLL.  longacqulea- 

rri«  .      •  •      i»  •■  cence  of  the 

Ilus  IS  a  suit  for  an  inventory   and  account  inaoireatand 
against  the  widow,  and  administratrix^  of  John  a^d^^lt'is 
Woodham.    He  died  intestate,  in  February,  1803,  ^^^J^i^*^,'^ 
leaving  behind  him  a  widow,  and  four  children —  inventory  of 
two  sons,  and  two  daughters — all  minors  ;  Mary  eflLu  were 
Anne,  being  fifteen  years  of  age ;  Caroline,  thir-  ^^bted^h 
teen ;  John,  eleven ;  and  Thomas,  eight.    Thomas,  ^^^^ 
consequently,  became  of  age  in  1816.    In  1820,  wWchitmay 
he  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  when  he  Bamed,th£ube 
swore  to  his  schedule ;  and,  at  that  time,  he  did  not  Ji^y'^^c^. 
pretend  that  he  had  any  claim  on  his  father's  ^^^^^* 
estate.     Pitt  was  appointed  his  assignee ;  and,  in  share. 

(a)  lAdd.  144» 
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1827,  cited  the  administratrix  to  exhibit  an  inven- 
tory and  account^  suggesting  that  Thomas  Wood- 
ham  had  not  been  paid  his  distributive  share :  this 
demand  is  made  twenty-four  years  after  the  death 
of  the  intestate — eleven  years  after  the  insolvent 
was  of  age — and  seven  years  after  his  insolvency. 
Now,  to  justify  the  party  in  making  this  applica- 
tion, and,  still  more,  to  justify  the  Court  in  acced- 
ing to  it^  very  strong  reasons  must  be  adduced ;  for 
the  presumption,  that  the  intestate's  estate  has  been 
duly  administered,  is  very  strong. 

The  deceased  was.an  mlman,  carrying  on  busi- 
ness in  Queen-street,  now  Museum-street^  Blooms- 
bury.  The  widow  states,  that  the  whole  of  ttie 
property, .  at  the  time  of  his  deaths  was  under  die 
value  of  900/.;  that  she  took  administration  und^r 
1,000/.;  that  the  debts  amounted  to  193^.,  and  tbe. 
funeral  expences  and  mournings  to  75/.,  leaving  a 
net  amount  of  630/.  If  this  be  correct^  the  widow, 
being  entitled  to  one-third,  and  each  of  the  Ibur 
children  to  one-sixth,  the  share  of  each  of  the  latter 
would  be  105/. ;  and  if  the  value  of  the  property 
had  fully  amounted  to  1,000/.,  each  child  would  have 
been  entitled  to  about  150/. ;  and  if  the  good-will 
of  the  business  had  been  valued  at  that  time^  I  can- 
not think  it  would  have  made  the  distributive  shares 
exceed  160/. ;  for  this  Court  cannot  go  into  any  con- 
sideration beyond  what  was  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty at  the  deceased's  death :  but  further — ^there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  good-will  was  not  included, 
as  I  suppose  it  was,  in  tbe  estimate  of  the  effects 
at  900/.  On  the  other  hand,  Mrs.  Woodham  slates^ 
that,  to  her  son  Thomas,  she  advanced  358/. ;  and, 
of  this,  about  300/.  before  1809  ;  so  that  the  sum 
advanced  was  much  more  than  the  principal,  and 


V, 
WOODHAM. 
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interest,  on  his  distributive  share,  calculated  at  the       iBiS. 
highest  possible  amount.    Under  all  the  circum-    Extm-Day 
stances^  at  this  late  period,  the  Court  must,  I      uth^b. 
think,  presume  that  Thomas  Woodham  received       pitt, 
his  full  distributive  share ;  for  it  would  be  expos-  ^woodham!'^ 
ing  parties,  in  this  station  of  life^  to  very  harass- 
ing demands^  if  they  were  called  upon  for  an 
inventory  and  account  after  so  long  an  interval, 
as  they  cannot  be  expected  to  keep  very  regular 
Touchers. 

In  confirmation,  however,  of  the  correctness  of 
ba-  representation  as  to  the  effects  of  the  deceased^ 
and  of  their  value,  the  widow  further  states,  that 
two  persons,  in  the  employ  of  a  friend  of  the 
deceased,  attended  and  took  an  account  of  the 
bodc-debts— of  the  stock  in  trade^  &c. ;  and  that 
a. regular  inventory  and  appraisements  of  these, 
and  of  the  furniture,  were  made  by  a  sworn 
appraiser.  Abbot,  who  is  since  dead  ;  that  it  was 
upon  this  inventory  and  valuation  (which  cannot 
now  foe  found)  she  ascertained  the  amount  of  the 
effects  in  order  to  take  administration  ;  and  she 
was  thus  enabled  to  swear  them  under  1,000/. 
This  statement  is  corroborated  by  Mr.  Butter- 
worth — a  friend  of  the  deceased,  and  of  his  family — 
who  assisted  the  widow  upon  the  death  of  her 
husband — was  several  times  at  her  house— accom- 
panied her  to  Doctors'  Commons^  when  she  took 
out  administration — and  became  her  surety.  He 
speaks  to  the  making  of  the  inventory  and 
Taluation  by  Abbot,  and  says,  that  the  widow 
was  wholly  guided  by  it,  and  that  he  believes 
that  *'  every  part  of  the  deceased's  personal  es- 
tate was  included  ;'^  and  if  "good-will"  was  to 


2M  OA8S8  DETBRMINBD  IN   TBB 

1828.       be  yalued^  it  must  be  inferred  that  it  was  not 

Extra^Dsy,     Omitted. 

i4&M>.         Here  then,  under  the  circumstances,  thare  is  a. 

Pitt,      sufficient  constat  that  the  personal  effects  did  not 

^'^miam/  amount  to  I^OOO/.,  as  the  administration  was  taken 

wooDBAM     u^^^  ^^^  sum;    and   there  is  good  reason  to 

believe^    and    presume,    that   the  son,  Thomas, 

received  more  than  his  distributive  share.     In  subi^ 

stance,  an  inventcnry  and  account  have  been  given^. 

and  that  is  all  that  can  now  be  expected  or  furnished. 

\Vhere  is  any  thing  to  falsify  all  this,  or  to  induce 

the  Court  to  suspect  that  there  are  any  omi$$a^  ok 

to  call  for  a  more  particular  and  detailed  inventoiy. 

and  account?    The  widow,  the  eldest  son,  and 

one  daughter,  have  carried  on  the  intestate's  buw^ . 

ness; — ^the  other  daughter  went  out  as  a  govcas 

ness:   these,  by   their  industry,    and    fVugalityv 

have  supported  themselves ;  have  added  a  little  to 

their  property ;  and  laid  out^  in  maintaining  and^ 

educating  this  very  son  Thomas,  more  money  tliaa 

his  distributive  share;  while  he  has  become  aa 

insolvent,  and  can  give  no  better  description  of 

himself,  at  the  head  of  his  affidavit,  than  by  the 

unprofitable  addition  of  gentleman.     His  claim  is 

only  on  the  property  which  his  father  left  at  his 

Hiifl  Court  can  <l^th ;  for  this  Court  has  no  authority  to  seardi 

only  require,    Jnto  the  profits  which  the  widow  and  other  chil- 

that  all  the  de-  *-  ,  , 

ceased  died  drcn  havc  acquired  since  by  their  own  industry, 

JhJJSdbe hi-  but  only  to  insist  that  every  thing,  of  which  the 

fw^I^l^^it  >iit^state  died  possessed,  should  be  fairly  included 

cannot  call  for  in  the  inventory;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

an  account  of         "■•••! 

the  subsequent  admmistratrix  has  sufficiently  shown  that  all  was 

b^^h!^  *"'    accounted  for,  and  that  the  son  has  admitted  the 

receipt  of  all  to  which  he  was  entitled.    True  it  is 
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that  there  is  no  formal  release^  but  there  is  what  is       ^^^* 
tantamount  to  it — viz.,  a  long  acquiescence  of  him-    Eitra  Day, 
self,  and^his'assignee,  and  no  claim  asserted  at  the     ^^J^*>- 
time  of  his  insolvency,  when  he  swore  to  the  sche-  ^g„oNM  or 
dule  of  his  effects.  wcwdham, 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore^  I  think  there  is  no  woodham. 
reason  whatever  to  order  any  furthur  explanation  : 
on  the  contrary,  I  can  see  no  sufficient  ground 
which  justified  his  catling  at  all  on  his  mother, 
M  Ais  late  period-— eleven  years  after  he  came  of 
•gi^,  and  seven jrears  after  his  insolvency — ^more 
specially  after  the  affidavit  to  which  she  was 
swem  in  April  last  (a).  If  be,  an  insolvent,  and 
ins  assignee,  choose  to  institute  a  proceeding  which 
has  nrnch  the  appearance  of  a  desire  to  harass, 
and  of  a  hope,  possibly^  to  extort  something  from 
Hm  old  woman— and  ent^  into  unnecessary 
detaib  of  subsequent  circumstances^  which  have 
■o  real  bearing  on  the  question^  they  must  do  it 
at  their  own  peril,  and  at  the  risk  of  costs.  I  feel 
that  I  am  bound  to  dismiss  the  administratrix,  and 
to  condemn  the  assignee  in  codts. 

(a)  In  this  affidavit,  Mrs.  Woodham— after  specifying  vari- 
•ot  tnmB,  amonntiDg  altogether  to  358/.  IBs.  9d.^  which  she 
had  paid  to  and  for  the  immediate  benefit  of  her  son  Thomas, 
■mce  the  death  of  his  father ;  and  that  she  had,  in  fact,  ex- 
pended considerably  more  on  his  behalf, — stated  that,  as  her 
agent,  he  was  indebted  to  her  44/.,  being  a  balance  dne  on 
tk  sale  of  two  hogsheads  of  oil. 
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Per  Curiam.  1828. 

The  Court,  after  stating  the  facts,  said : — I  can-      hilZiy 
not,  according  to  established  rules,  grant  probate    .jJS2L| 
of  this  paper  in  common  form  :  it  is  manifestly       — 
unfiniished;  and,  consequently,  requires  sbine  cir-   "oVaarST* 
cumstances  to  repel  the  legal  presumption — ^that  the 
deceased  had  not  finally  made  up  his  mind  thus  to 
dispose  of  his  property.    Tlie  affidavits  merely  go 
to  hand-writing  and  finding  ;  and  are  consistent 
with  the  paper  having  been  written  many  months 
before  the  deceased's  death.     The  proxy  of  con- 
sent from  the  six  children  (who,  I  presume,  fi*om 
having  executed  it,  are  all  of  age)  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  induce  me  to  break  through  the  rule,  that 
d  probate  shall  not  be  granted — even  with  the  con- 
sent of  all  persons  who  would  be  otherwise  entitled 
•-~unless  the  affidavits  set  forth  facts  which,  if 
proved  in  solemn  form  of  law,  would  sustain  a 
disputed  instrument.     Now  that  which  is  here. 
stated  would  not,  if  fully  established  by  plea  and 
proof,  enable  the  Court  to  grant  a  probate  : — the 
affidavits  do  not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  render 
tihis  a  valid  document.     I  feel  the  less  hesitation  ia 
arriving  at  this  conclusion,  as  the  children,  being 
^11  of  age,  can,  if  satisfied  of  the  deceased's  inten- 
tion, effect  the  same  object  in  a  different  and  a  more 
gracious  mode — by  assigning,  and  conveying  to 
their  mother,  when  administratrix,  all  their  distri- 
butive shares,  relying  on  her,  afterwards,  to  make 
^  proper  arrangement :  but,  hi  conformity  with  the 
rides  of  this  Court,  I  cannot  grant  the  present 
udtion  ;  and  shall,  therefore,  decree  administra^- 
tion  to  the  widow. 

Motion  refused. 


Sit  CASJBS  DBTBRMINBD    IN    TU% 


JONES   AND   JONES   V.   JONES   AND   JONES. 


On  Motion. 


1828. 


Hilary         In  this  cEsc  two  wills  of  William  Jones  were 

itb^s^on.    propounded,  one — dated  Febraary  ^Ist,  1822 — by. 

^^  — r„      James  Jones,   one  of  the  deceased's  sons ;   tlie 

After  pablica.  ,^»         -^*,  ^^^^      «  Jl      ■ 

tioiH-onaii      other — dated  May  12th,  1823 — ^by  two  of  the 
the  deporitioDfl  daughters :  and  this  was  an  application  by  Ji 
*^ °2idttot  ^ones,  to  be  allowed  to  give  in  an  all^fation, 


^eaM^was  publication,  pleading  four  letters  (two  dfrfied 
iMii«i»-«xhi.  shortly  before,  and  two  shortly  after  the  executioBi 
jSldS  ^  of  the  will  of  May,  1823),  written  by  Ma^  Jo<in 
— one  of  the  adverse  parties— and  admitting  t&K 
the  deceased^  at  the  date  of  those  letters,  was  |n 
a  childish  state.  An  affidavit,  sworn  by  Jamfli. 
Jones,  was  brought  to  the  above  effect,  and  stating^, 
that  he  was^  for  the  first  time,  informed  of  the. 
existence  of  the  letters  on  the  ninth  of  February 
instant ;  publication  having  passed  on  the  24th  of 
January. 

Lushington^  in  support  of  the  motion. 
Jennet,  contrh. 
Per  Curiam. 
This  is  a  special  application  to  be  allowed  to 
plead  further  matter  in  the  principal  cause,  after 
publication  has    passed^  and    the  proctors  have 
declared  they  gave  in  no  further  allegations  unless 
exceptive.     An  affidavit  has  been  made  that  th^e. 
facts  are  noviter  perventa^  and  that  the  depositions 
have  not  been  seen :  generally,  in  applications  of 
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this  nature,  the  affidavit  is  required  to  state  an- 
other circumstance  as  to  the  nature  of  the  fads,  viz., 
that  they  are    material  to  the  decision  of    the 
cause  ;  for  then  the  Court  would  be  able  to  form 
some  opinion  whether  the  plea  might  safely  go  to 
proof:  but  as  this  allegation  is  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  introducing  exhibits, — letters  written  by 
the  adverse  party^ — I  think  I  am  bound  to  allow  it 
to  be  brought  in  (a) .  The  most  summary  way  of 
making  these  letters  evidence  will  be  the  best :  they 
may,  possibly,  be  admitted — even  without  answers 
—in  acts  of  Court :  at  all  events — ^in  answers  ex- 
planatory of  their  meaning,  and  of  the  circum- 
stances  under  which  they  were  written — unless 
indeed  their  authenticity  and  genuineness  be  de- 
nied^   and,  even  then,  evidence  of  hand-writing 
alone  would  be  gone  into. 

As  to  the  effect  these  exhibits  may  have  in  the 
clause — ^it  is  unnecessary,  at  present,  to  enter  into 
that  consideration ;  if  diey  are  not  material,  they 
^11  do  no  injury ;  if,  of  importance,  the  Court 
should  be  informed  of  their  contents : — I,  therefore, 
think  them  proper  to  be  introduced. 

Motion  granted. 

(a)  Instrumenta  product  possunt  post  pubiicationetn  tes" 
twm^  etiam  usque  ad  conclusionem  exclusivi:  quid  in  his 
<essat  timor  subomationis :  etiam^  post  conciusionerHy  stante 
^std  causd  Judex  potest  scriptures  admittere*  Maranta, 
part  6.  p.  41.  s.  47,  And  Gail  says : — Si  post  conclusionem 
reperta  sint  nova  instrumental  Judex  debet  conclusionem 
rescindere.  Gail,  lib.  1.  obs.  107.  Vide  also  Oughton,  tit 
104.  (c).  and  Dornaperger,  lib.  1.  c,  5.  de  instrumentis. 
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the  amount  of  between  50,000Z.  and  60,000/.— be- 
sides real  estates  of  some .  value :  she  made,  and 
executed^  her  will  on  the  nineteenth  of  March, 
1823,  by  which,  after  leaving  several  small  lega- 
cies, she  bequeathed  to  Sir  Harford  Jones,  on  con- 
dition tliat  he  took  the  name  of  Brydges,  her 
Hambrook  estate,  and  also  a  legacy  of  35,000/. 
stock — to  Mr.  Wotton,  her  estates  in  Hertfordshire, 
and  Bedfordshire,  and  also  a  house  and  premises 
at  Ledbury,  provided  he  would  not  sell  them ;  and 
she  appointed  these  two  persons,  together  with  a 
Mr.  Daniel,  her  executoi*s ;  and  Sir  Harford 
Jones  her  residuary  legatee.  The  first  codicil  to 
thiis  will,  dated  on  the  fifteenth  of  April,  1825,  re- 
vokes'the  devises  to  Wotton,  and  his  appointment 
a« :  lexecutor,  and  gives  those  estates  to  Sir  Har- 
finnd  Jones,  with  the  same  condition  respecting  his 
change  of  name  as  was  contained  in  the  will,  and 
confirms  his  nomination  as  her  executor,  and  resi- 
duary legatee.  The  disposition  by  both  these 
papers  then,  has  for  its  principal  object,  her  cousin, 
Sir  Harford  Jones :  he  is  to  have  her  real  estates — 
he  is  to  have  her  personal  property — ^he  is  to  take 
her  name — and  become  the  representative  of  her 
ftmily(a). 

(a)  Od  the  4th  Sessioo  of  Easter  Term,  1826,  an  application 
ynB  made  by  counsel  to  the  Court,  supported  by  an  affidavit  of. 
Sir  Harford  Jones,  that  a  probate  of  the  will,  and  of  the  codicil 
thereto,  dated  15th  April,  1825,  be  granted  to  him-^-reserying 
the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  paper-writing,  dated  the 
25th  of  January,  1826.  This  motion  was  opposed  also  by  coun- 
bA  ;■  but  the  Surrogate  (Dr.  Arnold)  decreed  the  probate  to  pass 
the  seal ;  the  sum  of  18,000/.  three  per  cent  Consolidated  Bank 
Annuities  being  first  invested  in  the  names  of  trustees,  to  abide 
the  issue  of  the  cause,  subject  also  to  the  revocation  of  the 
probate,  in  case  the  paper-writing,  propounded  as  a  further 
codicil^  should  be  established. 

VOL.  I.  S  .  . 
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In  respect  to  character,  this  old  lady  is  repre- 
sented by  the  pleas,  and  evidence^  to  have  be«i 
penurious — ^proud  of  her  family — and  clever.    The 
disposition  of  her  property  by  the  will  accoidi 
with  this  character :  as  penurious,  she  gives  only^ 
a  few  trifling  legacies — ^with  the  exception  of  oae 
of  2^000/.  stock  to  her  cousin  Mary  Wotton,  and 
one  of  200/.  to  her  executor  Mr.  Daniel,  none  4lf 
these  legacies  exceed  100/.,  and  altogether  ^b&f 
amount  to  lessthan  3,000/. : — as  proud  of  her  family, 
she  selects  her  cousun.  Sir  Harford  Jones,  of  wheel 
it  is  proved  she  was  fond  of  talking,  and  she.TO- 
quires  him  to  continue  the  family  name — as  cle» 
ver,  she  is  herself  the  writer  of  the  will,  whicdi 
is  clearly  and  accurately  expressed  (and  being  em^ 
bodied  in  technical  language,  was  probably  framed 
upon  some  precedent) — ^very  fairly  written—veiy 
cautiously   executed — and    is   attested   by  most 
respectable  witnesses — Mr.  Wadham,  the  lord  of 
the  manor — Mr.  Harford,  a  gentleman  of  fortane 
in  the  neighbourhood — and   Mr.  Day,  her  dm 
medical  attendant.     The  first  codicil,  by  which  she 
revokes  tlie  devises  to  Mr.  Wotton  and  transfers 
them  to  Sir  Harford  Jones,  is  marked  by  the  same 
traits,  and  bears  still  stronger  proofs  of  care;  for 
she  will  not  trust  to  herself  to  prepare  it,  but  she 
sends  for  her  old  confidential  solicitor,  Mr.  Ruasell, 
and  the  witnesses  are  nearly  of  the  same  description 
as  those  to  the  will, — Mr.  Wadham — ^Miss  King — 
and  the  solicitor^    Mr.   Russell.     These  circun^ 
stances  denote  the  character  of  the  disposition,  and 
her  own   character;   and  to  this  disposition  she 
adheres  for  nine  months^  and  till  within  ten  days 
of  her  death,  though  she  had  been  ill  for  some 
time,  and,  for  the  last  two  months,  had  been  coa« 
fined  to  her  bed. 
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it  does,  however,  appear,  that  when  the  first 
eodicil  was  th»s  formally  prepared,  and  executed, 
m  April,  1825,  the  deceased  had  thoughts  of  wri- 
ting a  further  testamentary  paper,  in  order  to  leave 
some  benefit  to  the  attesting  witness,  Miss  King ; 
but  still,  at  that  time,  she  had  not  made  up  her 
mind  to  any  definite  act  of  liberality  towards  either 
Miss  King,  or  her  own  servants. 

The  codicil  propounded  is  dated  on  the  S5th 
rf  January,  1826,  ten  days  before  the  death  of  the 
testatrix ;  and  it  gives  10,000/.  to  Miss  King ; 
1,500/.  to  her  man-servant — ^Gay  ;  1,000/.  to  her 
apothecary— Hay ;  100/.  each  to  a  brother  and 
iuter  of  Miss  King,  and  30/.  to  each  of  her  servants ; 
ttid,  lest  her  personalty  should  not  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  legacies,  the  paper  revokes  the  beqiiest 
of  35,000/.  to  Sir  Harford  Jones,  and  reduces  it 
to  20,000/ (a).  This  disposition  appears  to  nae 
improbable,  and  alarming — ^more  especially  when 
connected  with  all  the  history  and  facts.     Looking 

(a)  This  codicil  was  as  follows : — 

Whereas  I  the  undcrsigoed  Mary  Brydges  of  Hambrook 

drove    in   the   parbh  of   Winterboume    in    the    County   of 

dovcester  Spinster  have  in  and  by  my  last  Will  and  Testa* 

lai^it  bearing  date  the  nineteenth  day  of  March  one  thousand 

^i^ht  hundred  and  twenty  three,  given  and  bequeathed  nnto  my 

Slelation  Sir  Harford  Jones  of  Boultibrook  in  the  County  of 

Hadnor,  Baronet,  the  sum  of  five  and  thirty  thousand  Pounds 

Stock,  and  also  made  the  said  Sir  Harford  Jones  residuary 

l^egatee  of  my  said  will — Now  therefore,    I  the  said  Mary 

Arydges  do  hereby  revoke  and  declare  to  be  null  aud  void, 

the  said  bequest  of  thirty  five  thousand  pounds  to  the  said  Sir 

Harford  Jones,  and  instead  thereof  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath 

^uito  the  said  Sir  Harford  Jones  the  sum  of  Twenty  thousand 

pounds-— And  I  hereby  Give  and  Bequeath  unto  my  sincere 

and  worthy  friends-Miss  Sarah  King  the  sum  of  Ten  Thousand 

Pound    to  be  paid  tocher,,  her  Executors,  Admini^rators  or 

Assigii   within  twelve  months  after  my  decease,  as  and  for  her 
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at  the  character  of  the  former  papenh— the  mmH- 
ness  of  the  legacies — the  design  that  Sir  Harford 
Jones  should  be  the  representative  of  the  Brydges 
fiunil  J — I  think  her  conduct  in  taking  away  diis 
large  amount,  even  for  any  objected  is  not  very  pro- 
babie,  nor  consistent ;  but  when  the  objects  of  her 
bounty  are  considered — ^Miss  King^  an  humble 
companion  of  two  years  and  a  half  standing — Grfly, 
a  servant  of  all  work — and  Hay,  one  of  her  medital 
attendants  for  not  quite  two  years — ^it  beconieB 
more  extraordinary,  and  creates  suspicion,  as  ihuch 

and  their  own  monies  for  ever.  And  I  do  also  hereby  give  •ii4 
bequeath  unto  the  said  Sarah  King  my  Gold  Watch  and  Cbaiii« 
and  my  little  Dog,  Fidel^,  as  a  testimony  of  my  ^atitude  fbir 
her  very  kind  and  unremitted  attention  to  me  during  my  kif 
illness — I  do  also  hereby  Giro  and  Bequeath  unto  Mi*,  Mn 
King  the  sum  of  One  hundred  pounds,  and  my  Bay  Geldiag  ' 
*'  Gay'* — and  I  also  give  and  bequeath,  unto  Miss  £liza  fUaji 
the  sum  of  One  bundled  Pounds.  I  also  hereby  Give  and 
Bequeath  unto  Mr.  John  Hay  of  Whites  Hill  in  the  parish  6f 
Winterboume,  Surgeon ;  the  sum  of  One  Thousand  PomiAii 
as  an  acknowledgment  of  the  very  great  care,  and  anxiety  hi  ' 
manifested  for  my  recovery— I  do  also  hereby  give  and  beqneAtii 
unto  my  man  servant  Thomas  Gay  the  sum  of  Fifteen  Hundred 
Pounds,  and  also  my  grey  mare  *^  Mary  Fox"  and  my  broad 
wheel  Cart,  for  his  long  &  faithful  services  to  me — To  ea'eft 
and  every  of  my  other  Servants,  I  hereby  give  and  beqaentll 
the  sum  of  Thirty  Pounds,  and  I  do  in  all  other  respects  cott« 
firm  my  said  will  (except  so  far  as  the  same  is  altered  by  > 
former  Codicil  thereto)  and  direct  this  to  be  taken  as  a  Codicj) 
to  my  said  last  Will,  and  in  part  thereof.  In  witness  whereof  I 
have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  this  twenty  fifth  day  of 
January  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundrcjl 
and  twenty  six— 

M.  BRYDGES 


Note. — The  clause 
of  attestation  was  much 
in  the  usual  form. 


MARY  CUNjVINGHAM  WstoT; 
THO«  WITCHELL  Winterbonld 
JAMES  KING  Bristol 
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exceeding  the  most  liberal  reward  that  could 
be  eiqpected,  for  their  services^  in  their  several 
stetioDS. 

It  was  contended  that  the  circumstances  render 
the  disposition  not  improbable ;  that  Miss  King 
was  her  companion,  was  particularly  kind  and 
attentive  to  the  deceased  dui'ing  her  illness;  that 
die  deceased  was  sensible  of  it  and  very  fond  of 
her ;  that  it  was  understood  the  deceased  had  an 
iat^ition^  when  she  executed  her  codicil  in  Aprils — 
and  that  it  was  admitted  to  have  been  her  duty — to 
fadce  care  of,  and  provide  for  her ;  but^  to  my 
judgment^  this  does  not  render  probable  a  legacy 
of  10,000/.,  nor  does  it  much  lessen  the  suspicion, 
DCMT  the  demand  for  satisfactory  proof. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  Gay^  though  a  servant  of 
all  work,  yet  was  accustomed  to^  lift  the  deceased 
kk  and  out  of  her  carriage^  and  to  assist  in  moving 
her  in  bed ;  and,  by  the  exertion,  met  with  an 
accident — a  rupture :    it    is    not    quite    clearly 
preyed^  that  the  original  injury  was  so  occasioned, 
lUNT  that  it  was  sustained  in  the  service  of,  nor  was 
Imovvn  to,  the  deceased ;  but,  if  it  were,  the  hurt 
must  have  been  trifling,  for  he  continued  to  per- 
form the  same  offices  till  her  death,  and,  after 
lier  death,  he  became  a  volunteer  in  a  troop  of 
yeomanry.    The  rupture^  then,  must  have  been 
€>f  the  slightest  kind^  and  1,500/.  is  rather  an 
exorbitant    compensation    on   the   part    of   this 
testatrix. 

Hay,  whom  she  had  consulted  not  quite  two 
years^  was  the  village  apothecary — residing  at 
band, — her  most  frequent,  but  not  her  prin- 
cipal, medical  attendant — not  the  one  in  whom 
she  reposed  the  most  confidence :  Mr.  Baker^   a 
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surgeon  of  Bristol,  was  the  superior ;  but,  liviag^ 
at  a  distance^  he  could  not  visit  her  frequently,  and 
the  expenoe  would  have  ill  accorded  with  the  de» 
ceased 's  penurious  habits ;  to  Mr.  Hay,  however, 
this  paper  gives  a  legacy  of  1,000/. :  the  magnitude 
of  this  benefit,  again,  is  improbable  and  sus-^ 
picious.  Besides  these  bequests,  here  are  l^acie»^ 
to  Miss  King's  brother,  John, — to  lier  sister, — 
and  to  all  the  servants ;  who,  of  course,  by  this 
bounty,  would  be  conciliated  and  silenced. 

When  then,  in  addition  to  the  mi^itude  of 
these  legacies,  it  appears  that,  with  the  exceptioB 
of  those  called  in  as  instruments  of  preparing  and 
attesting  tlie  act,  these  were  the  persons,  and  the 
only  persons,  who  were  around  the  sick  bed  of  the 
deceased,  and  when  she  was  now  within  ten  days  df 
her  dissolution — the  case  becomes  so  alarming,  tiii^* 
if  the  Court  intends  to  exert  a  proper  vigilance  in 
the  investigation,  evidence  of  volition  and  nt 
pacity  —  incontestible  and  uncontrovertible  as  to 
its  truth  and  effect — must  be  required.  If  a  fraud 
were  concerted,  and  the  party,  principally  beiw 
fitted,  intended  to  help  herself  thus  liberally,  it 
was  expedient  to  quiet  the  man-servant,  and  the 
apothecary,  by  allowing  them  largely  to  particah 
pate ;  and  to  conciliate,  by  smaller  portions,  dut 
other  members  of  the  family  who  had  access  to  the 
deceased. 

The  instrument  having  been  made  so  shortly 
before  the  deceased's  death,  the  Court  is  called 
upon  to  enquire  what  was  her  condition,  at  that 
time.  lier  age  was  pretty  advanced — above 
seventy-two :  she  had  been  ill  some  months — h«d 
been  confined  to  her  room  for  three  months,  and 
to  her  bed,  for  two  months — her  complaint  was 
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Tjjsoisf«l>  and,  tberefore^  likely  to  produce  gradual  l^Mi 
diasolqtion — from  lying  io  bed  she  became  ex-  Hilary 
ooriated^  and  ulcerated,  (as  it  is  described)  from  ^JSSl 
shoulder  to  faip^  so  that  it  was  necessary  to  cover 
the  fiarts  with  plaster — the  discbarge  still  further 
weakened  her — she  was  become  so  extremely 
fiaeble  that,  although,  from  the  visceral  complaint, 
evacuations  could  only  be  procured  by  artificial 
ueaoSj  she  was  in  a  state  no  longer  to  bear  the 
(^wratioo,  and  the  woman,  employed  to  administer 
thereoiedy,  was  dismissed. 

When  the  capacity  is  put  in  issue,  on  the  res- 
ponsive allegation  two  witnesses,  vis.  this  woman, 
Qnaiy  and  Carpenter,  are  produced  to  support  the 
ittnting  witnesses.    Green  says : — 

^^  She  began  attending  about  a  month  befoK 
Christmas — she  attended  a  dozen  times  at  leasts- 
three,  or  four^  times  a  week — ^but  she  cannot  take 
apcm  herself  to  fix  the  time  of  her  last  attend- 
ance." 

If  she  began  a  month  before  Christmas,  and 

attoided  three  or  four  times  a  wedc,  she  would 

have  completed  her  dozen  attendances  by  the  eud 

€jf  December,  and  there  is  nothing  that  enables 

her  to  fix  the  time  late  in  January,  though  she 

loosely  talks  of  continuing  her  duties  till  a  little 

more   than  a   week  before   the   death    of  Mrs. 

Srydges.     Hay's  bill  charges,  from  the  first  of 

January,  visits  every  day ;  and,  from  the  sixteenth, 

dressings,  and  plasters,  and  visits  two  or  three 

tines  a  day,  till  her  death :  Baker  too  attends  in 

January,  and  every  other  day  from  the  eleventh 

to  the   twenty-first  of  that  month — yet  Green 

never  sees  Baker  there ;  and  Hay  she  only  knows 

to  be  there  twice  by  hearing  his  voice.    The  in- 
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ference  is,  that  she  was  dismissed  long  prim-  to 
the  time  she  supposes.  To  the  eleventh  interro- 
gatory she  answers : — '^  She  has  no  knowledge 
whatever  of  a  person  of  the  name  of  Mary  Cun- 
ningham :'^ — and  Cunningham  was  staying  in  the 
bouse  from  the  22d  to  the  26th  of  January. 

Her  evidence  is  more  consistent  in  another  par- 
ticular, with  her  having  ceased  to  attend  thetes- 
tatrix  at  a  much  earlier  period :  for  she  says,  on 
the  thirteenth  interrogatory^  '^  The  deceased  was^ 
in  all  respects,  as  sensible  at  the  last  as  she  was  at 
•  the  first  of  respondent's  attendance  on  her :  she 
did  not  perceive  any  difference.'^ 

Considering  that  Mrs.  Brydges  was  rapidly  sink- 
ing at  the  date  of  the  codicil,  either  this  witnesB 
must  have  quitted  the  house  sooner  than  she  now 
iancies,  or  else  no  great  reliance  can  be  placed  on 
her  testimony. 

On  the  fourteenth  of  January^  Miss  King  wrote 
to  Sir  Harford  Jones,  giving  an  account  of  tlie  de- 
ceased's state :  that  letter  has  been  annexed  to  the 
sixth  interrc^atory,  and  contains  the  following 
passages: — 

'^  Knowing  it  to  be  your  particular  wish  to  be 
kept  advised  of  the  state  of  your  dear  cousin's 
health,  is  the  reason  of  this  so  soon  following  my 
last  respects,  which  I  hope  meets  your  approba- 
tion. Since  1  last  had  this  pleasure,  I  r^ret  to 
say  Mrs.  Bridges  has  continued  to  grow  wone^ 
and  my  candid  opinion  is  that  she  is  gradually 
declining,  though  Mr.  Baker^  when  he  saw  ^ 
yesterday,  said  he  could  not  see  any  immediate 
danger ;  he  has  promised  to  come  again  in  a  day 
or  two,  when  I  will  write  you  again,  should 
sion  require  it." 
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AQCording,  then,  to  the*  result  of  the  evidence 
of  .Green^  and  of  this  letter^  the  deceased,  towards 
die  middle  of  January,  is  gradually  sinking — dis- 
solution is  approaching — ^Baker's  visits  are  fre- 
quent— but  the  danger  is  not  immediate. 

Carpenter  is  made  to  state  that,  on  the  twenty- 
fifth  of  January,  be  was  called  into  the  deceased's 
loom ;  that  he  was  told  by  the  deceased  herself  to 
idtoh  James  King— rto  take  the  old  mare;  and, 
from  his  description,  Mrs.  Brydges  would  appear 
lo  have  been  quite  alert. 

This  is  not  a  fact  pleaded,  and  it  is  the  only  time 
that  Carpenter,  an  out-door  workman,  is  suggested 
lo  have  seen  her;  he  .has  been  discharged  since 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Brydges,  and  before  his  produc- 
tion as  a  witness :  it  will  be  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Court,  therefore,  whether  this  story  is  pro- 
bable, and  how  far  consistent  with  Cunningham — 
whether  he  is  to.  be  credited — or  whether  this  is 
an  after-thought  to  bolster  up  the  case,  and  the 
testimony  of  the  subscribing  witnesses.  These, 
however,  are  the  only  two  persons  in  support  of 
the  general  capacity. 

•  On  the  other  hand,  the  facts  lead  strongly  to  a 
ooutrary  deduction.  At  this  advanced  age,  after 
this  long  illness — ^having  been  confined  to  her  bed 
two  months — ^being  in  extreme  bodily  debility, 
ending  in  gradual  dissolution — the  deceased  must, 
so  shortly  before  her  death,  have  been  labouring 
under  considerable  mental  infirmity.  There  are 
some,  other  facts  also  inducing  the  same  conclusion : 
she  had  a  job  of  work  going  on  in  her  house — an 
addition  making  to  it  by  contract :  she  liked  to 
enquire  how  the  building  was  advancing — she  was 
impatient  to   get  it  finished ;   yet  the  workmen 
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were  often  stopped ;  and  Witchell,  the  mason^  the 
principal  contractor,  who  slept  in  the  house,  was 
never  called  into  her  room  for  the  purpose  of  direc- 
tion or  enquiry,  after  November,  till  he  is  sum* 
moned,  at  eleven  o^clock  at  night,  as  a  witness  to 
the  execution  of  this  codicil.  These  workmen 
wanted  money  very  much  on  account  of  their  job, 
especially  at  Christmas  time,  yet  they  could  get 
none:  the  promise  was  that  they  should  hare 
some  as  soon  as  the  deceased  was  well  enough  to 
sign  a  cheque.  Brown,  their  own  witness,  says 
on  the  fifteenth  interrogatory : — 

'^That  besides  the  work  he  performed  under 
Witchell's  contract,  he,  at  the  same  time,  had 
other  jolis  in  hand  for  the  deceased,  the  payment 
of  which  he  looked  immediately  to  her  for.  In 
respect  of  his  own  private  demand  against  the 
deceased,  he  several  times,  in  the  latter  end  of  the 
year  1825^  applied  to  Thomas  Gay,  and  also  to 
James  king,  to  get  his  bill  paid:  and^  in  respect 
of  the  contract  work,  he  very  often  about  the  saoM 
time  applied  to  l^homas  Witchell.  Thomas  Gay 
and  Sarah  King  both  said,  that  as  soon  as  Mrs. 
Bridges  was  well  enough  to  sign  a  draft  on  the 
banker^  the  money  should  be  paid  ;  and  Witchdl 
said,  that  they  had  told  him  the  same  thing :  res- 
pondent was  very  much  distressed  for  want  of 
money." 

There  are  some  other  material  facts  illustrative 
of  the  state  of  the  deceased.  In  the  latter  end  of 
December  Sir  Harford  Jones,  who  was  then  stay- 
ing at  Bristol,  went  over  to  Hambrook  Lodge  to 
visit  the  deceased,  but  did  not  get  a  sight  of  her; 
and  Miss  King,  in  her  answers^  admits  the  fiictj 
stating : — 
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^^  That  she  went  up  stairs  twice  to  the  deceased 
in  her  chamber,  and  informed  her  that  Sir  Har- 
ford Jones  was  there,  and^  upon  both  occasionsr^ 
ahe  brought  down  an  answer^  as  the  fact  was,  that 
the  deceased  decliaed  seeing  him,  saying,  she  was 
Tery  poorly  and  unable  to  bear. talking/^ 

Looking,  then,  upon  this  to  be  true,  here — at 
the  end  of  December — ^the  deceased  is  so  poorly, 
and  so  little  able  to  bear  talking,  that  she  cannot 
see  the  person  to  whom,  above  all  others,  she  was 
most  attached, — whom  she  was,  probably,  most 
desirous  to  see — who  was  the  principal  object  of 
Jier  bounty — who  was  to  take  her  name^  and 
liecome  the  representative  of  her  fisunily.  The 
&ct  is  undisputed,  that  he  did  not  see  her. 

Another  circumstance  respects  Mr.  Russell,  her 
solicitor — her  man  of  business — to  whom  she  was 
constantly  applying  as  long  as  she  was  able :  up 
to  Augutt  die  used  to  go  over  to  Bristol  two  or 
three  times  a  week,  to  speak  to  him — he  is  since 
dead,  but  his  nephew — who  kept  his  attendance^ 
book — proves,  that,  in  November,  his  uncle  was 
very  anxious  to  see  the  deceased,  that  he  went 
over  to  Hambrook,  and,  on  his  return,  said,  ^'  that 
Miss  King  would  not  allow  him  to  see  the  d&> 
ceased/^  This  fact  is  admitted  in  her  answers  to 
the  eighth  article : — 

'^  The  respondent  admits,  tliat  the  articulate 
John  Russell  did,  after  the  commencement  of  the 
afiMresaid  illness  of  the  testatrix,  call  at  her  house 
at  Hambroc^  on  several  occasions,  as  she  believes, 
and  make  enquiries  after  her  health ;  and  he  may 
have  made  other  applications  requesting  to  know 
when  he  might  see  her,  and  diat  he  was  told  by 


Hilary 
Tbrm, 

4th 


Bkymio 

r. 


68 


GASES    UETERMIIIED    IN    TUE 


1828. 

Hilary 
Tbrm, 

4thSeMtoii. 

Bkydgbs 

r. 

KlHG. 


the  respondent,  and  otherwise  with  her  know- 
ledge, on  reference  first  had  to  the  testatrix  herself, 
that  she,  the  testatrix,  was  not  in  a  state,  meaning 
of  bodily  healthy  to  see  any  person  on  ordinary 
business,  such  as  that  usually  transacted  between 
persons  in  the  relation  to  each  other  of  the  de- 
ceased and  the  said  John  Russell,  or  to  attend  to 
any  such  business." 

Now  that  is  the  best  way  Miss  King  can  soften 
down  this  occurrence  in  her  answers;  and  it  is 
certiiin  that  Kussell^  though  he  frequently  went  to 
Hambrook  Lodge,  never  got  access  to  the  de- 
ceased, after  she  was  confined  to  her  bed ;  and  the 
day  after  the  execution  of  the  codicil  Miss  K  ng 
sent  a  message  to  Russell,  ^^  that  Mrs.  Brydges  was 
much  in  the  same  state,  and  could  not  be  seen." 

Hiese  facts  infer  that  the  deceased  was  either  so 
ill  and  weak,  as  to  be  unfit  for  the  transaction  of 
ordinary  business^  or  to  see  her  dearest  friends  ;  or 
else  there  was  a  fradulent  exclusion  of  those  in 
whom  she  had  confidence — Sir  Harford  Jones^  and 
Mr.  Russell^  her  solicitor :  if  her  state  were  such 
as  justified  their  exclusion,  she  must  have  been 
quite  unequal  to  business ;  otherwise,  an  interview 
could  only  have  been  denied,  in  order  to  effect 
some  clandestine  purpose. 

What,  then,  is  the  evidence  (and  a  most  impor- 
buit  piece  of  evidence  it  is)  of  the  only  respectable 
witness — whose  visits  could  not  Ire  refused— of 
Baker — her  superior  medical  attendant ;  he  is  the 
single  witness — ^having  access  to  the  deceased — 
that  is  left  to  Sir  Harford  Jones,  for  all  others  were 
either  shut  out,  or  disqualified  by  the  legacies 
given  them :  he  is  disinterested,  and  there  is  no 
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reosoa  to  doubt  his  impartiality;  and  from  his 
{MTofession,  he  is  able  to  form  a  sound  opinion :  he 
states  on  the  fifth  article : — 

'^  That  he  attended  the  deceased  of  the  illness 
whereof  she  died,  commencing  his  visits  on  the 
26th  day  of  October,  1825,  and  visiting  her  eight 
times  betweerl  that  day  and  the  end  of  the  following 
month  of  November.     During  the  month  of  De- 
cember, he  viated  the  deceased  about  once  a  week ;. 
deponent  visited  her  on  the  4th  of  January,  18263 
and  from  die  eleventh  day  of  the  same  month,  lie. 
Tisited  the  deceased  every  other  day  until  the  21st, 
ivhen^  having  occasion  to  leave  home,  he  did  not 
aee  her  again  until  the  3lst  of  January,  after  which 
lie  visited  her  daily  until  her  death.    When  the 
deponent  commenced  his  said  attendance  (on  the 
2^  of  October)^  he  found  the  deceased  labouring 
under  visceral  decease,  to  which  she  had  been  for- 
merly subject :  the  complaint  now  attacked  her 
with  increased  force,  and  had  a  very  evident  efiect 
upon  her  bodily  strength,  and  also  on  the  facul- 
ties of  her  mind ;  both  of  which,  ft-om  the  com- 
Biencement  of  the  said  attack,  b^an  to  decline. 
The  deponent  only  saw  the  deceased  out  of  bed 
once  (and  that  in  the  month  of  November^)  during 
her  last  illness :  and  from  the  reports  made  to  him^ 
and  his  own  knowledge  of  her  debility,  he  does  not 
believe  she  ever,  after  that  time,  left  her  bed. 
From  the  first  of  deponent^s  said  attendance  (in 
Octol>er)  the  deceased  was  more  or  less  lethargic  ; 
but,  towards  the  end  of  December,  her  lethargy 
had  very  much  increased ;  so  much  so,  that  he 
almost  always,  in  his  after  visits  to  the  deceased, 
found  her  doaung,  and  in  a  state  of  stupor,  out  of 
which  he  found  a  difficulty  to  rouse  her.     From 
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the  month  of  October  ei^en  the  deceaged's  lethaiffy 
was  such,  that  the  deponent  did  not  attempt  I0 
enter  into  conversation  with  her,  as  on  former  oc- 
casions he  had  been  accustomed  to  do,  but  confined 
himself  to  the  mere  questions  which  related  to  hev 
complaint:  to  these  questions^  and  particularly 
after  the  month  of  December,  the  deponent  had 
great  difficulty  in  obtaining  an  answer  fixmi  tfae 
deceased ;  and  when  she  did  ^ve  an  answer,  die 
was  frequently  connected  by  Miss  King,  her  attend- 
ant ;  for  instance,  as  to  tfane  number  of  her  evacua- 
tions, which  the  deceased  frequently  forgot:  she 
also  forgot  how  time  passed ;  this  did  not  muok 
surprize  deponent,  lying,  as  the  deceased  co&- 
stantly  did^  in  bed,  with  the  window  shutter* 
closed,  or  curtains  down :  the  day -light  was  eit^ 
eluded :  on  this  a^^count,  as  he  believes^  candltaf 
were  sometimes  lighted  in  her  bed-roem  in  AM 
day-time.  In  the  course  of  the  month  of  DeceiA^ 
ber^  the  deceased  complained  there  was  a  maA 
behind  her  who  was  pinching  her  back:*' — [her 
sufferings  in  her  back  are  admitted  and  described 
by  other  witnesses] — "  deponent  tried  to  talk  her 
out  of  this  idea ;  but  to  no  purpose  :  she  declared 
that  she  had  seen  the  man :  on  several  subsequent 
occasions  she  repeated  the  same  thing.  The  de* 
ceased^  on  account  of  long  confinement  to  her  bed, 
contracted  an  ulceration  of  the  back^  which  dis- 
charged violently,  and  was  one  of  the  causes  <lf 
her  death.  Deponent  is  decidedly  of  opinion, 
and  believes,  that  the  deceased  was  quite  unaUe 
to  attend  to  business  after  the  month  of  He*^ 
cember,  1825:  he  cannot  depose  that  she  was 
incapable  of  the  least  degree  of  mental  application'; 
he  does  not  believe  that  she  was  capable  of  traiu^ 
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acting  business  of  a  serious  nature,  or  which  re-      l^B. 
quired  mental  application,  at  any  time,  after  the      hilart 
month  of  October,  1825.    He  considers  that  the    ^S5 
deceased,  if  she  had  been  roused,  might  have  been 
capable  of  giving  an  order  as  relating  to  iier 
household  aflairs,  until  a  late  period  of  her  life, 
but  not  capable  of  business  that  required  an  exer- 
tion of  Ae  mind.    He  found  it  impossible  to  keep 
the  deceased's  mind  fixed  to  a  point,  when  he  had 
foused  her ;  for,  as  soon  as  she  had  answered  one 
i|fie8tion,  she  relapsed  into  her  lethargy,  and,  to 
pursue  his  enquiries,  it  was  necessary  again  to 
excite  her.*' 

This  seems-  a  very  fttir  representation,  and  this 
evidence,  from  an  impartial,  disinterested,  witness^*- 
cempetent  to  form  a  correct  judgment — and  sup* 
fMrted  by  the  reasonable  probability  arising  from 
ihets-HSueh  aS'  her  long  illness,  her  extreme  de* 
bility,  and  the  dissolution  which  so  soon  ensued*—* 
leaves  the  condition  of  the  deceased,  as  to  capacity, 
in  a  state  extremely  doubtful ;  and  it  agrees  with 
Miss  King's  admitted  conduct  as  to  Sir  Harford 
Jones  and  Mr.  Russell  not  seeing  the  deceased : 
it  c^ertainly  is  not  so  conclusive  but  that  unsus- 
pected witnesses — telling  a  consistent  story — might 
show  that  rousing,  aided  by  self-exertion,  would 
render  her  equal  to  a  slight  testamentary  act ;  but, 
coupled  with  the  character  of  the  deceased — the 
nature  and  magnitude  of  the  disposition — the  per- 
sons in  whose  behalf  that  disposition  is  made — ^it 
irequires  that  the  credit  of  the  attesting  witnesses 
diould  stand  unimpeached,  and  above  all  exception. 

I  cannot  but  agree  with  the  counsel,  that  if  the 
story  to  which  those  witnenes-*at  least  two  of 
them — dqK>se,  is  fidly  believed,   the  codicil  is 
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valid :  the  case^  however,  as  stated  at  tlie  outaeti 
depends  upoa  their  credit. 

The  three  witnesses  are — James  King^  the  bro- 
ther of  the  party — ^Mary  Cunningham,  her  intir 
mate  friend — and  Witchell,  a  mason  who  slept  in^ 
the  house.  The  credit  of  the  two  first,  and  th^ 
efiect  of  the  circumstances  q>oken  to  by  the  laat^ 
are  the  material  enquiries ;  and  I  will  first  coo*- 
sider  WitchelPs  narrative ;  in  point  of  character 
he  stands  unimpeached,  but  he  was  present  at  aQ 
small  a  part  of  the  transaction^  that  his  facts  ace 
of  little  weight :  his  evidence  is  of  ttie  following 
tenor : — 

''During  the  two  last  years  of  the  deceased's 
life,  he  had  been  constantly  employed  by  her  ii| 
and  about  her  residence ;  and  by  reason  thereof  be ' 
slept  in  deceased's  house.  At  about  eleven  o'clock 
of  the  night  of  the  25th  day  of  January^  1826^ 
deponent,  being  in  bed  at  the  deceased's  house, . 
was  called  up  by  her  servant^  Thomas  Gay,  who ; 
told  him  that  Mrs.  Brydges  desired  he  would 
come  up  into  her  room  to  witness  a  codicil  to  h^r 
will:  deponent  is  certain  that  it  so  happened  ou 
the  25th  of  January,  because  on  tlie  next  day,  the 
26th,  he  received  from  Miss  King,  who  lived  with 
deceased  as  her  companion,  250/.  in  part  payment 
of  his  contract :" — [This  has  the  appearance  of  a 
conciliatory  act,  as  Witchell  was  much  in  want  of 
money  :] — ''  deponent  dressed  himself  as  quickly 
as  he  could,  and  went  up  into  deceased's  bed- 
room ;  besides  the  deceased,  who  was  in  bed  '  pilr 
lowed  up,'  he  found  there  his  fellow -witnesses, 
James  King,  Mary  King,  and  also  Miss  King,  and 
Thomas  Gay.  Deponent,  on  so  entering  the  bed- 
room, went  round  to  (he  bed-ade,  where  James 
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King  Wfus  standing,  and  Mary  Cunningham  near 
him.  James  King^  holding  a  book  with  a  paper 
on  it  before  the  deceased,  asked  her^  ^whether 
what  he  had  written  was  to  her  liking/  The 
deceased  answered,  *  perfectly  so,'  or,  '  quite  so,' 
James  King  then  handed  a  pen  to  the  deceased, 
and  she  wrote  her  name  at  ttie  foot  of  the  paper 
held  before  her  as  aforesaid.  Having  signed  it, 
deceased  said  to  Miss  King,  ^that  will  do.'  When 
this  was  done,  James  King  took  the  paper  to  a  table 
near  the  bed-side,  and  handed  the  pen  to  Mary 
Cunningham,  who  signed  her  name,  as  did  also 
deponent,  (the  pen  being,  in  like  manner,  handed 
to  him  by  James  King,)  as  witnesses;  and,  after 
them,  James  King  himself.  After  the  said  paper 
had  been  so  witnessed,  James  King  read  over  the 
clause  of  attestation  to  deponent.  At  this  time  the 
deceased  asked  Miss  King,  whether  it  was  not  time 
for  her  to  take  her  medicine ;  and  deponent  left 
the  room,  and  went  to  bed  again.  At  the  time 
that  James  King  read  the  clause  of  attestation  to 
deponent,  he  also  told  him  that  the  paper  so  wit- 
nessed was  a  codicil  to  the  deceased's  will,  whereby 
bis  (King's)  sister  was  left  ten  thousand  pounds." 

This  witness  is  then  called  upon  to  depose  as  to 
capacity ;  and,  after  identifying  the  codicil,  says : — 

^'  Mary  Brydges,  the  deceased,  was,  at  the  time 
of  her  approving  of  and  signing  her  name  to  the 
said  paper- writing,  or  codicil,  and  during  the 
whole  time  of  deponent  Iieing  present  on  the  even- 
ing or  night  of  the  25th  day  of  January,  of  sound, 
perfect,  and  disposing  mind,  memory,  and  under- 
standing, and  talked  and  discoursed  (what  little 
deponent  hj^urd  her  say  on  such  occasion)  rationally 
mi  sensibly." 

VOL.  I.  T 
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1B28.  On  the  Gth  interrogatory  he  answers — ^'  that  tte 

tiTLAKv  deceased  kept  her  room  from  about  September, 
^^^  1825,  until  her  death ;  and  she,  generally,  kept  her 
bed  during  that  period.  Respondent  was  oidy 
once  in  deceased's  bed-room  between  the  November 
*''®-  preceding  and  the  time  erf  her  death,  save  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  codicil  aforesaid.  Ota  audi 
single  occasion,  and  also  when  the  codicil  Urtm 
executed,  deceased  was  in  bed  :  he  never  saw  bet 
between  November  and  h^  death  out  of  her  rcxMfei; 
or  at  any  other  time  than  the  two  occasions  de- 
posed of.  The  respondent  never  saw  the  deceaaed 
in  a  state  of  stupor.  On  the  first  of  said  two  oc- 
casions of  his  seeing  deceased  in  her  bed,  which 
happened,  as  he  believes  and  best  recollects,  ibHie 
November  preceding  her  death,  the  deceased  seM 
for  him,  and  gave  him  directions  for  raisings  a 
wall.  On  the  latter  occasion  she  executed  the 
codicil.  At  the  time  she  executed  the  codicil  h6r 
head  hung  heavily ;  but  she  acted,  as  it  appeared 
to  respondent,  entirely  of  her  own  accord,  vnthodt 
being  roused  thereto,  or  showing  unwillingnen^ 
or  irritation/' 

And  on  the  7th  interrogatory — '*  he  cannot  reccS- 
lect  that  he  saw  the  deceased  on  any  other  than  the 
two  occasions  deposed  of  between  tiie  end  of  Octo- 
ber, 1825,  and  her  death,  and  he  believes  that  he 
did  not:  on  both  such  occasions  the  deceaseds 
tnental  faculties  did  not  appear  to  him  to  be,  and 
he  "believes  the  same  not  to  have  been,  weakened^ 
nor  her  memory  impaired.  Respondent  forming 
his  belief  on  what  paired  between  himself  and  the 
deceased,  and  on  what  was  done  by  her,  on  Ale 
two  occasions  deposed  of,  swears  to  his  positive 
belief,  that  the  deceased  was,  at  such.tinies^  inir 
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fxmdUifivi  to  Intend  to  the  busioesB  which  was  then      ^^ 
/lpQ)b^Il  iabottt  :aQd .  transacted  ;  ^nd  he  knows  not,     hila»t 
andtmrer  heaid,  and  h^  no  r^ascm  to  believe,  that    ^ 
tbe  fanoabtiea  of  the  deceased .  ever  jailed  her,  so  as 
$fi  unfit  ihaf/lor  tofiinesa.'^  '^  vT 

/Hie.  whole  si  this  aqoauQt  ^ven  by  WitchdU 
-fod  thefiiGls,  prove  nothing :  that  can,  1  think, 
*]be  deoflffed  at  aU  sufficient :  what  passed  might  as 
*weU.iq[)ply  to.a  dmft,  as  to  a  codicil :  .all  he  h^wa 
iliie  decQued  say  xe^peoting  the  paper  is-^'^  quite 
«9,'^aQd  ^^that.will  do/' — all  he  sees  her  do  ia 
lwritiDgv.a  paper.on  a  book ;  but  it  ipeans  to  me  by 
imeans  clear  that  he  could  see  whether  theie 
any  ^gning  at.all  of  the  codicil,  or  of  any 
briber  paper — ^it  is  not.  impossible  that  animpoai«- 
/tioa  and  contrivanj^wfioe  practised  on  thia  drowsy 
^fKnon  just  called . irom  his  bed.   cHow  are.tbe 
tfwrtirsiplaeed,  according  tojJames  King^s  own  90- 
4«nut,  on  the  aevent^nih  interrogatory?    Sarali 
c&ing' is.  standing  close  .to  the  deceased,  one  hand 
Jbehind  the  pillow,  the  other  holding  the  candle~- 
jjiames:  King  is  next  to  her,  fronting  the  deceased, 
iiclding  the  book  deskwise,  (that  is  sloping  up)  of 
loaoise  leaning  over  the  bed-r-Cuoning^am  next  to 
Jam  fronting  the  deceased-^eWilchelL  next  to  her 
^Hibo:  fronting  the  deceased ;   so  that  there  weie 
^fimr  persons  standing,  by  the  side  of  the  bed,  and 
*)Witchdl  «a&  the  furthest^  from  the  deceased,  and 
-mast  have 'been,  neav  the  bottom:  it  is  hardly 
.posdibte'ihat  he  could  see  the  actual  writing-r- 
aoarcdy  the  paper-«*H;o  aa  to  distinguish  what  it 
-was,' whether  a  codicil,  or  a  draft,  01;  whether  any 
*thii^.was,  in  fact,  written — still  less  whether  the 
mmewaa  previously  written,  ,and  a  mere  dry.  pen 
-^t  into^the  deceaaed's  hand.    Whether,  there  is 
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room  for  the  Court  to  suspect  any  such  deceptioii 
must  be  decided  on  a  view  of  the  case  in  all  its 
bearings;  but,  in  a  clandestine  transacticm  at  mid- 
night, where  parties  are  helping  themselves^  they 
are  exposed  to  all  suspicibltjs :  I  only  say  tfauKt  it  it 
not  impossible  that  no  sigilature  was  then  mai^B— 
they  must  remove  all  doubts :  the  effect'  of  ^^ 
cheirs  testimony — givinjg  him  full  credit  Mr 
honest  intentions— -goes  but  a  short  way  tuiikuji'^ 
proving  capacity  ;  he  was  suddenly  called  up;  uU 
was  only  in  the  room  about  five  mihiites*.:'  he 
speaks  to  no  act  of  reading  over — to  no  act .  of 
sealing — ^to  no  desire  that  any  person  riiould  ^9th 
test — ^to  no  words  of  publication—"  she  ouMI 
little — ^her  head  hung  heavily/^  '-^ 

It  comes,  then,  to  the  evidence  of  the  brotheir, 
and  of  the  female  friend  of  the  person  princiiMdlf 
benefitted;  and,  under  all  the  circumstaUMa 
already  adverted  to,  it  would  be  hardly  safe  to 
trust  to  the  statement  of  such  biassed  witnesses. '  It 
is  said  that  it  was  not  improbable  the  deceased 
might  wish  to  employ  the  brother  of  Miss  King 
to  draw  up  this  codicil ;  and — perhaps  it  would 
not  have  been— if  the  alteration  had  been  slight ; 
but  if  i^he  intended  to  make  an  alteration  to  soch 
an  extent — ^to  revoke,  so  materially,  the  bequeate 
to  Sir  Harford  Jones — it  would  have  been  more 
consistent  with  the  shrewd  and  cautious  character 
of  the  deceased  to  have  had  professional  asailrtr 
ance— ^her  her  own  confidential  solicitor — Mr. 
Russell— -or,  at  least,  some  other  attorney.  On.tlie 
other  hand,  if  a  fraudulent  imposition  were  mi- 
tended,  professional  aid  would  be  carefully  •  ex* 
eluded  :  Miss  King  and  these  parties  would  .oflly 
trust  her  brother,  and  her  friend,  to  prove  the  iks- 
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pwtant  facts:   nor  would  they  venture  to  have       1828. 
reqiectabte  neighbours,  nor  disinterested  persons      huIky 
to  attest — ^they  would  not  place  the  transaction    .^JSjlI^ 
in  the  middle  of  the  day — ^they  would  choose  the       — 
hour  approaching  to  midnight,  and  would  call  the         «. 
iDaapn  out  of  bed  merely  to  be  present  at  the  sig- 
nature and  nothing  more:  the  persons  engaged, 
and  the  time  chosen,  are  at   least  as    consistent 
with  frauds  as  with  fairness  ;  and  the  whole  has 
a  most  suspicious  appearance. 

Anodier  circumstance^  with  respect  to  time, 
strikes  me  as  pointing  to  fraud  ;  the  preparation^ 
md  execution,  took  place  during:  the  absence  of 
ft^^ei;— he  had  attended  the  deceased  from  the 
26th  of  October^  1825^  eight  times  by  the  end 
of  November — about  once  a  week  in  December — 
on  the  4th  of  January ; — but,  from  the  11th  to 
the  21st  of  January,  his  visits  had  been  on  every 
second  day ;  and  it  is  to  his  opinion^  and  not  to 
Hay's^  tl^  Miss  King  refers  in  writing  to  Sir 
Harford  Jones,  on  the  14th  of  January,  in  the 
letter  already  mentioned.  On  the  21st  of  January 
Baker  had  occasion  to  leave  home,  and  did  not 
return  till  the  31st :  this  ten  days'  absence,  during 
irtiich  his  visits ,  on  alternate  days  were  discon- 
tinued, could  hardly  have  been  unknown  to  these 
parties — the  time  was  opportunely  selected  for 
obtaining  this  codicil — the  deed  was  done  during 
the  absence  of  this  medical  attendant — the  only 
diunterested  person  who  had  access  to  the  de- 
CQued. 

The  time  chosen  then,  added  to  the  other  cir- 
cumstances^  tends  considerably  to  increase  the 
suspicion^  and  to  excite  tlie  doubts  and  jealousy  of 
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^8^  the  CoUrt :  nor  is  thai  «Nispiciotf  Umdi  AvdaAdM 
hkjult  l>y  tbact  which  hte  much  be^n  feliedl  oik,  tnis.  fbifi 
telling  Baker  on  his  return—^  tteit  M^.  BrydgtBi 
had  repeatedly  enquired  for  hinb^-4iiat  Hhfe  #ai 
^  desirous  of  th(eir  joint  opinio^,  Whahidr  Aifoc/M 
retoorer — that  he  had  ^Ven  his  opiniddr  lihe'  6dflM 
not :''  and  Mi«  Kih^s  declaration,  ''  thM  ^ 
deceased  had  become  quite  rmgoibSli  StiAj  ¥6- 
peatedly^  regretted  the  resp6nfdent's  atettfcfe/* 

In  the  first  place,  fliis  ief  at  vdtisffj^  ^ith  (Ufe 
deceiused's  unwiliinghess  to  ^ee  Baker ;  bttt,  iU  the 
next  p1tu5e,  tbte  assertions  cX  Hay,  kUd  MisS  Kiibj^, 
aire  n«  ^iroof  thdt  such  an  enquiry  Mrtis  ^^  trittdb 
by  th6  dectlMed.  Hay  #as  Mtsxe  bf  Hie  iib^k(^ 
before  the  deceased's  death,  knd  it  is  hdt  YSbAf 
that  Mi  1,000/.  legacy  #a&(  ctoncealed  fiUni  ffHA ; 
i^hether  he  wM  or^as  not  HctMlAy  t  p^  to  flife 
making  the  co^icil-^whcfthfer  he  i^reteriMc)  ttb 
enquiry  to  faaV^  befen  hiadfe  by  tli«  deeMMfl 
bentelf  directly  to  him,  or  thrm^  M(to  KHl^, 
does  hot  aprpebl* :  the  latter  is  bonsfistent  ¥9Sk  ttfe 
cKidenee  of  bedcer  bn  the  cSghteenttl  inldritt- 
gatorjr  :-^ 

<^  When  the  resporideht  resumed  his  Altendbtitfe 
bn  the  deceased  on  the  Slst  of  Janmlr^,  MK  SHy 
told  hifal,  ajs  Miss  King  did  also,  that  the  decettMl 
had  i^peatedly  enquired  for  hini  in  his  absle^b^ ; 
tod  that  sh^  i¥as  dei^hiouib  of  ftavihg  resf^deiiPs 
imid  Mr.  Hay's  opinioh  as  to  the  probability  bf  Mr 
recovery.  Mr.  Hay  *aid,  thSit  he  hid  g^Vtti^tVb 
his  opinion  that  she  could  not  recover ;  an'd  WRfis 
King  said,  that  the  d^eased  had,  since  that  6om- 
niunication,  become  reisigYied.  He  dbe*  ndt  iffe- 
coUect  that  it  wks^id  tfabt  the  dteeased  Was  WiiA 
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aflbcted  at  the  report  of  her  danger.  Miss  King 
said,  that  deceased  had  repeatedly  regretted  re- 
ispondent's  absence/^ 

If  a  fraud  had  been  cfifected^  Miss  King — ^aware 
that  a  codicil  was  to  make  its  appearance — would 
be  anxious  to  pave  the  way  for  it,  and  to  suggest 
circumstances  that  should  render  it  more  probable, 
and  be  a  sort  of  announcement  of  the  act — such 
as  representations  of  the  deceased's  resignation: 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  if  all  had  been  fair,  and 
the  deceased  quite  capable,  why  did  they  not  dis- 
close to  Baker  that  a  codicil  had  been  made,  even 
though  they  did  not  mention  the  contents  ? — why 
did  they  not  take  the  first  moment,  on  the  31st  of 
January,  to  desire  Qaker  to  see  the  deceased— rto 
satkiy  himself  that  she  was  capable — and,  if  pos- 
rible,  to  rouse  her,  and  to  remind  her  of  the  trans- 
action^ a|id  get  a  rec(^nition  that  she  had  done 
B«ne  testamentary  act? — ^but  they  never  said  a 
word  on  the  subject  tilt  two  days  before  her  death, 
and  I  therefore  do  think,  that  those  declarations  to 
Baker  might  be  nothing  more  than  a  mere  colour- 
able preparation  for  the  production  of  the  codicil — 
they  ane  not  inconsistent  with  the  incapacity  of 
the  deceased,  and  the  fraudulent  procuring  of  this 
codicil — ^they  tend  but  little  to  remove  suspicions. 

I  approach,  then,  the  other  two  attesting  wit- 
nesses, the  chief  g(  whom — the  writer  of  the  codicil 
— is  James  King — rthe  brother  of  the  principal 
legatee — a  young  man  twenty-six  years  of  age — 
an  accountant,  or  clerk  to  a  merchant  at  Bristol — 
his  salary  is  70/.  a  year,  and  he  has  perquisites 
Ihat  make  it  amount  to  100/. :  owing  to  some 
family  misfortunes,  about  ten  years  ago,  he  went 
into  service  for  a  year  and  a  lialf,  he  then  became 
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a  clerk  in  a  coanting^house  for  sevetai  years;  anct, 
rabseqaently,  after  having  been  at  home  for  some 
time,  he  has  been  for  four  years  in  his  pr^sait  em- 
ployment. There  is  nothing  in  this  to  the  dis- 
credit— ^it  is  rather  to  the  credit  of  his  steadinesa 
and  abilities :  that  his  abilities  are  not  inconsijder- 
able  may  be  collected — not  only  from  his  sucpeas 
in  life — ^but  also  from  his  deposition :  he  is  not 
stupid,  nor  ignorant,  so  as  to  be  incapable  of  con- 
ducting such  a  transaction — ^whedier  the  transaction 
*  was  lair,  or  whether  it  was  a  contrived  fraud  and 
conspiracy ;  but  it  is .  one  thing  to  be  equal  to 
trump  up  a  plausible  story ;  and  another — and  &r 
more  difficult-r-to  make  it  probable,  and  consist^t 
in  all  its  branches,  more  especially  where  it  is 
necessary  to  have  colleagues — who  are  to  fit  in  ,tbe 

-  different  parts  to  each  other — and  yet  to  avoid  the 
appearance  of  confiyferacy :  they  may  preconcert 
some  of  the  main  features,  but,  if  the  story  be  not 
true,  detection  will  unexpectedly  peep  out  in  some 
collateral  or  incidental  points,  which  had  not  been 
sufficiently  arranged. 

By  these  tests  I  propose  to.  examine  the  evi- 
dence, and  shall  begin  with  the  account  givai  .by 
James  King,  and  then  proceed  to  that  given  by- 
Mary  Cunningham.     HThe   Court  will  see  what 

-  improbabilities,  what  contradictions,  what  circtun- 
stances  of  suspicion  there  are,  and  whether,  on  the 
whole,  It  can  venture  to  repose  full  confidence  in 
their  testimony.  1  may  first  observe  that  King  is 
not  merely  a  brother  giving  evidence  for  a  sister, 
but  he  is  the  manager  of  the  suit — he  applied  to 

•  every  witness — and  was  active  in  procuring  their 

:.  attendance— it  is  his  own  act, — ^his  own  cauae — 

if  Miss  King  fails,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  he 
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may  not  be  responsible  for  the  expences ;  but,  at 
least,  his  credit  must  be  strictly  examined:  he 
states: — 

''.  That  liaving  been  sent  for  in  the  middle  of  the 
day  of  the  twenty-fourth  of  January,  he  arrived  at 
Hambrook  Lodge  about  seven  o^clock  in  the  even- 
ing; he  took  some  refreshment,  and  was  then 
fetched  into  the  deceased's  bed-room :  his  sister, 
Gay^  and  the  maidpservant  were  in  the  room>  but 
the  latter  soon  left  it/' 

He  goes  on  making  the  deceased  in  the. most 
perfect  mind,  not  only  full  of  intelligence  but  of 
activity  and  alacrity  : — 

^  The  deceased,  on  perceiving  deponent,  who 
wait  up  to  the  bed-side^  said  to  him,  '  Mr.  Kipg, 
I  have  been  waiting  for  you ;  I  am  glad  you  .are 
come^  for  I  have  a  great  deal  upon  my  mind  w^ch 
I  must  do  before  my  death :  you  know  what  1  have 
often  promised  to  your  sister,  and  1  cannot  think 
of  leaving  her  to  the  mercy  of  Sir  Harford  Jones 
after  my  death :  I  have  sent  for  you  for  the  pur- 
pose of  penning  down  what  I  wish  to  do  for  your 
aster,  Thomas  Gay,  and  those  friends  who  have 
been  so  kind  and  attentive  to  me  during  my  ill- 
ness :  I  am  sensible  that  I  cannot  recover,  and  my 
Doctor^  Mr.  Hay^  has  told  me  that  I  cannot  possi- 
bly live  many  days  ;  I,  therefore,  wish  you  to  sit 
down^  and  write  what  I  shall  tell  you.' '' 

'  Now  all  this  is  very. good,  if  it  be  true ;  but  it 
makes  the  deceased  of  a  very  perfect  and  alert  un- 
derstanding at  this  time. 

'^  Deponent^  in  reply,  told  the  deceased  that  he 
was  incompetent  to  perform  what  she  required  of 
him,  as  he  had  never  done  such  a  thing  as  to  make 
a  will,  and  he  was  quite  ignorant  of  the  form  of 
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ms*  words  whiob  were  (as  he  believed)  necessary  ^.be 
used  in  drawing  up  such  an  instrumeot ;  that  if  it 
was  her  intention  to  alter,  or  add  to^  her  viU, 
dbe  had  better  send  for  Mr.  Russell  (meaning 
deeeaeed's  attorney)  as  a  proper  person  for  the 
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This,  again,  is  very  fidr,  if  k  is  but  true. 

^^  The  deceased  said,  in  answer,  that  she  had  a 
reason  for  not  sending  for  Mr.  Russell ;  it  was 
because  she  did  not  choose  all  the  wcNrld  to  kiiaw^ 
before  her  deaths  what  her  intentions  were/' 

She  had,  however,  trusted  Mr.  Russell  to  make  n 
codicil  for  her  in  April. 

^Deponent  r^'oined,  saying,  ^he  thoegfat  it 
would  be  illegal  for  him  to  do  it  (meaning  to  make 
deceased^s  will  or  codicil) :  she  replied, '  not  b9, 
yeu  are  fully  comp^teIlt  to  write  any  thing  I  magr 
tell  you,  and  were  I  to  call  in  ft  stranger  passing  in 
Ibe  street  towrke  it,  it  would  be  as  l^al  as^  if  done 
by  Mr.  Russell.'  Deponent  then  consented^  and 
sat  down  at  a  table  jdoae  to  deceased's  bedieidey 
upon  which  the  deceased  directed  Sarah  Vang  (wip 
wifli  Thomas  Gay  had  been  present  duripg  the 
aforesaid  conversation)  to  fetch  pen,  ink,  and  {iaper« 
As  -soon  as  the  deponent  was  furnished  with  the 
materials-  for  writing,  and  ready  to  begin^  the  de- 
ceased, sitting  up  in  bed  supported  by  pillows, 
without  further  preface^  began  to  dictate,  and 
dictated,  ^  I,  Mary  Brydges,  of  Hambrook  Grove, 
in  the  County  of  Gloucester^  spinster,  do,  in  addi- 
tion to  my  wiir — ^which  the  deponent  committed 
to  writing/' 

He  was  quite  ignorant  <yf4ie  law,  but  he  follows 
her^ictation. 

'^  Either  at  this  penod,  or  before  the  deponent 
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hegstn  to  write  (he  cannot  no^  be  certain  which),  W8^ 
Ike  deceased  gaye  Sarah  King,  his  sister,  her  keys,  Hiu«r 
and  deshred  her  to  go  and  fetch  '  the  codicil^  made  ^^ 
by  Mr.  Rnssell,  for  your  brother's  government/ 
Sarah  King  accordingly  left  the  room,  and,  in  """ 
about  five  minutes,  returned  with  the  codicil,  now  ^■•' 
marked  B^  dated  on  the  1 5th  of  Aprils  182& :  when 
Safdh  King  brought  in  the  said  cc^icil^  she  handed 
It  to  the  decreased,  who  thereon  desired  that  it  might 
Ife  given  to  deponent ;  this  done,  the  deceased  pro- 
ceeded, saying,  *  1  must  b^n  vnth  your  sister,' 
and  ^6  theti  dictated  the  words — ^  I  give  and  be- 
queath t6  my  sincere  friend^  Sarah  King,  the  sum 
of  ten  thousand  pounds,'  which  the  deponent  com- 
mitted to  writing ;  and,  referring  to  the  codicil  B^ 
Bddied  herefrom  the  words,  ^  to  be  paid  to  her^ 
ber  heirs^  executors,  and  admmistrators :'  tfie  de- 
ceased went  on — ^  and  also  my  gold  viratch,  and 
chain,  tmd  my  little  dog/  which  deponent  abo 
wtote  down,  as  he  likewise  did  the  further  words 
dictated  by  die  deceased  in  respect  of  such  legacy 
lo  his  sister^  namdy,  *  for  her  long  and  kind  atten- 
iflon,*  or  f o  such  effect.  The  deceased  then  dictar 
ted  a  legacy  of  tne  hundred  pounds  to  Eliza  King, 
and  to  John  King  one  hundred  pounds^  and  her 
bay  coh,  which  deponent  reduced  into  writing. 
lSh6  ilcxt  dictated  a  legacy  of  one  thousand  pounds 
to  John  Hdy^  calling  him,  in  addition,  ^  her  medi- 
cal attendant^  for  his  kindness  and  unremitting 
attention,'  or  words  to  that  effect,  which  deponent 
wrote  down  ;  and  deceased,  adverting  to  a  circum- 
iStante  wherein  Mr.  Hay  had  assisted  her  with  a 
loan  of  taoney,  asked  deponent^  '  whether  he  re- 
collected it,  and  further  said,  how  attentive  Mr. 
Hfty  had  been  in  his  visits/    The  deceased  next 
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^^^*  dictated  a  l^acy  of  fifteen  hundred  pounds  to 
Hilary  Th(«nas  Gay,  calling  him  *  her  faithful  servant ;' 
i^SHkoL  ^^^^'^  legacy  deponent  also  reduced  into  writing,  as 
he  did  the  fiirther  bequest  to  him  of  a  grey  car* 
^Z^"  riage-mare,  and  a  cart:  after  this  the  deceased 
went  on  to  speak  in  terms  of  commendation  oif 
Thomas  Gay, — ^  that  she  made  such  bequest  in 
c(»sequence  of  his  long  services,  and  the  accident 
he  had  met  with'  (which  deponent  believes  to  be  a 
rupture) .  Deceased  then  said,  that  she  must  con- 
sider her  other  servants,  and  directed  him  to  set 
them  down  for  thirty  pounds  a-piece,  which  he  did. 
The  deceased  next  said,  '  that  she  wished  to  namue 
.him,  the  deponent ;'  on  which  he  observed,  ^  that 
he  could  not  be  a  legal  witness  to  the  codicil 
if  she  did  so/  ^^ — He  was,  therefore,  learned  in 
law  in  that  respect. 

*^  The  deceased  replied,  *  she  was  sorry  fear  it  ;* 
and  observed^ thieit  tAa<.(meaning  what  she  had  dic- 
tated) was.all  ^  had  to  say.  The  deponent  then 
said,  tbat^iie  ]^ouId  read  to  the  deceased  what, 
from  her  dictation,  he  had  written ;  and  did,  au- 
dibly and  distinctly,  read  the  same  all  over  to  her 
in  the  presence  of  his  said  sister,  and  Thomas  Gay, 
who  had  been  present  during  the  dictation  afore- 
said, or  nearly  the  whole  time  thereof,  one  or  the 
other  occasionally  leaving  the  room,  but  for  shcnrt 
intervals  only.  The  deceased,  during  the  reading, 
from  tijne  to.. time  said,  ^  very  good,^  and  nodded 
her  head,  and'srailed,  and  generally,  by  such  her 
expressions  and  manner,  approved  of  the  contents 
of  the  papier :  hiavirig  ended  the  reading,  the 
deceased  desired  him  to  make  a  fair  copy  of  the 
paper,  and  added,  *  we  niust  have  it  properly 
attested;'  and  said,  / tliat  she  wished  the  depo- 
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nent — Thomas  Witchell — and  Mary  Cunningham 
(who  were  both  in  the  house)  to  Witness  it.     The 
deponent  then  immediately  proceeded  to  make  and 
:KBade  a  fair  copy  of  the  AvsH  so  approved  of,  and 
liaving  completed  it,  he  read  it  over  to  the  de- 
^^eased  aloud,  and  then,  at  her  desire,  handed  it  to 
Iher:  the  deceased,  sitting  up  in  bed,  read  it  to 
lierself^    and  in  so  doing    observed,  ^  that    she 
doubted  whether  she  had  sufficient    money  un- 
appropriated to  pay  the  legaci^  she  had  thereby 
bequeathed,  and  then  directed  deponent  to  write 
dowii^  that   the  legacies  she  had   givdn  by  the 
BBid    paper    were    to    be    paid  out    of    the  le- 
gacy of  thirty  or  thirty-five  thousand  pounds  (he 
forgets  which)   bequeathed    by  her  will  to  Sir 
JHarford  Jones/    The  deponent  accordingly  added, 
at  the  foot  of  the  draft,  a  clause  to  the  effect  dic- 
tated by  the  deceased,  and  having  done  so,  he  read 
over  to  her  the  said  additional  clause  in  an  audible 
and  distinct  manner^  and  she  approved  thereof  in 
Ijieneral  terms^  adding,  ^  that  it  was '  too  late^  and 
that  she  was  too  much  fatigued,  for  a  &ir  copy  to 
be  made  that  night/     The  deceased  also  desired 
the  deponent  ^to  destroy  the  fair  copy  made   as 
aforesaid  (which  he  did  by  putting  it  into  the  fire 
in  deceased's  l>ed-room),  and  to  take  the  said  draft; 
away  with  him,  and  bring  it  fairly  copied  to  her 
the  next  day  /  and  then  told  Sarah  King  to  carry 
'Mr.  RusselPs   codicir  back  to  where  she  took 
it  from.     The  deponent  then,  having  first  drawn, 
at  the  deceased's  desire,  a  cheque  upon  her  banker 
fcr  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and   twenty-five 
pounds,  in  favor  of  his  sistw  Sarah  King,  to  pay 
the  various  sums  due  to  the  deceased's  tradesmen, 
took  his  leave/'     Here  is  also  inserted  on  the 
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MMb  margiD  of  thi&  dfipositimi  the  fotlowing  passage  yi^ 
HiLAftT  ''  Having  first,  on  a  s^iarate  paper^  copied  from 
the  codicil,  marked  B,  the  form  of  words  to  hi 
nsed  as  revocatory  of  Sir  Harfoid  Jones'  legaej, 
which  form  the  deponent,  with  a  slight  yariatMB^ 
adopted  in  making  the  copy  to  be  deposed  of;^ 
That  explanation  was  rathw  necessary^  becaane 
the  revocatory  clause  in  the  two  instnnnents  vat 
expressed  in  tiie  same  words. 

Now,  in  this  representation^  for  ttus  is  the  ao- 
count  of  what  passed  on  the  night  when  the  instmo- 
tions  were  taken^  there  is  as  al^  a  testatrix  as 
fitncy  can  suppose :  she  enters  into  long  oonvem^ 
tions,  and  explanations,  and  dictates .  every  .pant 
of  the  paper.  James  King  was  so  ignorant  tdf 
fcHPHis,  diat  he  was  unwilling  at  first  to.  draw  vof 
the  iostrumaoit,  and  as  Miss  King,  inberaffida^t 
of  scripts  before  the  conunencement  of  the  caflHii% 
swore; that  the  deceased  had  dictated  it,  JaiMa 
King  isAnxious,  in  every  part  of  his  depositioayito 
show  that  the  whole  proceeded  firom  her :  she  skis 
not  only  mentally,  but  bodily^  alert  ;-*she  b  a^M 
to  every  ithing  that  is  going  forward — she  not  onljr 
sends,  for  her  former  codicil,  but  she  hands  ifaia 
k^ys — ^the  former  codicil  is  delivered  to  her^^-'M 
diat  (^  .m«Bt  have  had  the  free  use  of  her  bands 
and  arms — she  not  only,  firom  time  to  time  during 
the  readings  says  ^^  very  good,^^  bat,  in  spite  of  the 
dreadful  state  of  her  back,  she  nods  her  head  aad 
srailfs— forwards  James  King  makes  a  fair  cop^ 
and  neads  it  to  the  deceased-^-^ihen,  at  her  desiM, 
bands  it  to  her,  and  she,  sitting  up  in  her  bed,  rea#i 
it  over  to  herself ;  there  is  not  the  slightest  apfwreiit 
jdifficadty  either  in  sitting  np^  or  veading  the  pa{wr 
ovefw*f4heve  is  no  allusion  to  the  darkness  dT  tbe 


PRERdOATIVb  -eOUBT  OT  CAMTERBURY. 

room,  or  to  the  candle-light^  and  there  is  no  men-      ^S^« 
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tton   of  any  spectacles  in  this  part  of  the  evi* 
denoe.    The  instrument  itself,  marked  D,  is  in  a    4|j£2j 
small  and  rather  cramped  hand^  and  it  begins  in       • 
these  terms : — 

SpiniCer 

**  I  the  undersigned  Mary  Brydges  ^  of  H.  6.  in 

the  A  County  of  Glocester  in  addition  to  my  last 

will  dated  the day  of do  now  in  sound 

mind  and  intellect  make  this  codicil:'' — 

This  is  the  commencement  of  the  codicil^  and 
ft  is  quitei  fairly  and  r^ularly  written ;  it  hardly 
tieeffs  a  correction^  except  the  introduction  of  the 
Ibrmal  words  of  the  ^'  parish  of  Winterbom,''  •and 
6f  ^' Spinster :''  and  the  deoeaaed  was  so  capaUe 
Wht  she  could  dictate  a  paper  of  this  deacription 
Without  its  requiring  ^ny  alteration. 

Having  disposed  of  theie  legacies — amounting 
altogether  to  13^000/. — she  begins  to  doubt  whe- 
tfier  she  had  sufficient  to  pay  them  without  re- 
ducing the  l^acy  to  Sir  Harford  Jones  of  35,000/. 
fltiock  to  20^0002.  stock.  Now  the  deceased  was 
worth  between  50^000/.  and  60,000/.— ^was  shrewd, 
and  well  acquainted  with  her  concerns,  and  she 
had  only  disposed^  by  her  will,  of  about  3,000/. 
in  addition  to  the  bequest  to  Sir  Harford  Jones : 
it  was  strange^  then^  that  she  should  doubt,  but 
it  fs  not  strange  that  the  Kings  should  not  be 
quite  aware  of  the  extent  of  her  property,  and 
Uiould  think  it  more  safe  to  reduce  that  legacy. 
This  revocatory  alteration  rendered  a  fipcsh  copy 
UA:essary^  but  the  deceased  becoming  fatigued, 
desired  if  to  be  made  the  neti  day ;  the  fair  copy^ 
Vhicb  had '  been  written  prior  to  the  change  in 
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M^  nuurg^D  of  1fai&  deposition  the  following  {wasage  ^m* 
HiLAB,T  '^  Having  firBt,  on  a  separate  paper^  co^ed  frooi 
the  codicil,  marked  B,  the  form  of  words  to  ka 
used  as  revoc^ory  of  Sir  Harford  Jones'  l^g>^f« 
r.  which  form  the  deponent,  with  a  slight  Tariatiott^ 
adopted  in  making  the  copy  to  be  deposed  ef.^ 
That  explanation  was  rather  neoessary^  •  becauM 
the  revocatory  clause  in  the  two  instruments 
expressed  in  the  same  words. 

Now,  in  this  representation^  for  this  is  the 
count  of  what  passed  on  the  night  when  the  instmo* 
tions  were  taken^  there  is  as  alert  a  testatrix  w 
&ncy  can  suppose :  she  raters  into  long  oonvenM^ 
tions,  and  explanations,  and  dictates .  every  pMt 
of  the  paper.  James  King  was  so  ignoranttdT 
foTHis,  that  he  was  unfiling  at  first  to  draw  i^ 
the  instrument,  and  as  Miss  King,  inheraffida#t 
of  scripts  before  the  commencement  of  the 
swore; that  the  deceased  had  dictated  it,  Ji 
King  is  .anxious,  in  every  part  of  his  depositioiiyito 
show  that  the  whole  proceeded  from  her :  she  leiB 
not  only  mentally,  but  bodily^  alert ; — she  is  aKM 
to  every  {thing  that  is  going  forward — she  not  onfcf 
sends  for  her  former  codicil,  but  she  hands  the 
k^ys — ^the  former  codicil  is  delivered  to  her^'-M 
that  ahe  m«8t  have  had  the  free  use  of  her  hands 
and  arms — she  not  only,  from  time  to  time  during^ 
the  readings  says  ^  very  good,'^  but,  in  apite  of  4ie 
dreadful  state  of  her  hack,  she  nods  hec  head  and 
jsmilfs — afterwards  James  King  makes  a  fair  copy, 
and  neads  it  to  the  deceased-*-then,  at  her  desiM, 
hands  it  to  her,  and  she,  sitting  up  in  her  bed,  rea($i 
it  ovw  to  herself;  there  is  not  the  slightest  apparent 
4ifficatlty  either  in  sitting  up,  or  reading  the  pafier 
overw«r4here  is  no  allusion  to  the  ilarkness  (^  the 
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jfoom,  or  to  the  candle-light^  and  there  is  no  men- 
tion of  any  spectacles  in  this  part  of  the  evi-* 
denoe.  The  instrument  itself,  marked  D^  is  in  a 
small  and  rather  cramped  hand^  and  it  begins  in 
these  terms : — 

zfpiiHter 

'*  I  the  nndersigned  Mary  Brydges  a  erf*  H.  G.  in 


the  A  County  of  Glocester  in  addition  to  my  last 

will  dated  the day  of do  now  in  sound 

mind  and  intellect  make  this  codicil :'' — 

This  is  the  commencement  of  the  codicil^  and 
it  is  quite  fairly  and  r^ularly  written ;  it  hardly 
hetffis  a  correction^  except  the  introduction  of  the 
formal  words  of  the  '*  parish  of  Winterbom/'  'and 
6f  *' Spinster :''  and  the  deoeised  was  so  o^Mtble 
fl^t  she  could  dictate  a  paper  of  this  descriptioii 
#ittiout  its  requiring  any  alteration. 

^Having  diiiiposed  of  these  l^acies — amounting 
altogether  to  13^000/.—- she  begins  to  doubt  whe- 
flier  she  had  sufficient  to  pay  them  without  re- 
ducing the  l^acy  to  Sir  Harford  Jones  of  35,000/. 
fltock  to  20^000/.  stock.  Now  the  deceased  was 
worth  between  50,000/.  and  60,000/.^wa8  shrewd, 
atid  well  acquainted  wifb  her  concerns,  and  she 
had  only  disposed,  by  h^r  will,  of  about  3,000/. 
m  addition  to  the  bequest  to  Sir  Harford  Jones : 
it  was  strange,  then,  that  she  shouM  doubt,  but 
it  is  not  strange  that  the  Kings  should  not  be 
quite  aware  of  the  extent  of  her  property,  and 
Aould  think  it  more  safe  to  reduoe  that  legacy. 
This  revocatory  alteration  rendered  a  fresh  copy 
tecessary,  but  the  deceased  becoming  fiitigued, 
desired  if  to  be  made  the  nekt  day ;  the  fair  copy, 
Vhicta  had  been  written  prior  to  the  change  in 
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margin  of  1fa]&d^K>Bitiaa  tiie  fotlawiBg  passage  ^«•« 
'^  Having  firBt,  on  a  separate  paper^  co^ed  from 
the  codicil,  marked  B,  the  form  of^wordsto  ka 
used  AS  revocatory  of  Sir  Harford  Jones'  legacy , 
vhich  form  the  deponent,  with  a  slight  varia6oii» 
adopted  in  making  the  copy  to  he  deposed  ef.^ 
Xhat  exi^anation  was  rather  neoessary^  because 
the  revocatory  clause  in  the  two  instruments  met 
expressed  in  the  same  words. 

Now,  in  this  representation^  for  tins  is  the  mo 
eount  of  what  passed  on  the  night  when  the  instruc- 
tions were  taken,  there  ia  as  alert  a  testatru^  w 
&ncy  can  suppose :  she  raters  into  long  oonvenn^ 
tiens,  and  ekplanations,  and  dictates .  every  ^paet 
of  the  paper.  James  King  was  so  ignorant  ioT 
foiais,  ^t  he  was  unwilling  at  first  to.  draw  19 
the  instrament,  and  as  Miss  King,  in  her  affidavit 
of  scripts  before  the  conimenoement  of  the  caun^ 
swore; that  the : deceased  had  dictated  it,  J&mm 
King  is^anxious,  in  evary  part  <tf  his  depositioiiyito 
sbaw  that  the  whole  proceeded  from  her :  she  seas 
not  only  jnentallyi  but  bodily^  alert ;— «he  is  atifia 
to  ev^y  (thing  tiiiat  is. going  forward — she  not  only 
sends  i  for  her  former  codicil,  but  she  hands  the 
kj^ys — ^the  former  codicil  is  delivered  to  her^^nm 
timt  ahe  BiNSt  have  had  the  free  use  of  herhanda 
and  arms — she  not  only,  ffom  time  to  time  during^ 
the  readings  says  ^  very  good,'^  but,  in  apite  of  the 
dreadful  state  of  her  hack,  she  nods  her  head  wxkA 
amtlfs— forwards  James  King  makes  a  fair  copy, 
•and  Beads  it  ^to:  the  deceased-^then,  at  her  desiM, 
lumds  itte  her,  and  she,  sitting  up  in  her  bed,  reai^ 
ft  ovwto  herself;  there  is  not  the  slightest  apparent 
jdifficsulty  either  in  sitting  np^  or  Heading  the  pajper 
!0verm4here  is  no  ^allusion,  to  the  darkness  (^  Hm^ 
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ifoom,  or  to  the  candle-light^  and  there  is  no  men- 
tion of  any  spectacles  in  this  part  of  the  evi- 
dence. The  instrument  itself,  marked  D^  is  in  a 
small  and  rather  cramped  hand^  and  it  begins  in 
ttiese  terms : — 


zfpiiHter 


*^  I  die  nndersigned  Mary  Brydges  a  of  H.  G.  in 


the  A  County  of  Glocester  in  addition  to  my  last 

will  dated  the day  of do  now  in  sound 

mind  and  intellect  make  this  codicil :'' — 

This  is  the  commencement  of  the  codicil^  and 
it  is  quite  fairly  and  r^ularly  written ;  it  hardly 
heefls  a  correction^  except  the  introduction  of  the 
Ibrmal  words  of  the  '*  parish  of  Winterbom,''  'and 
6f  *'  Spinster  :'^  and  the  deoeised  was  so  o^Mtble 
ttbkt  she  could  dictate  a  paper  of  this  descriptioQ 
Witliout  its  requiring  any  alteration. 

'Having  diiiiposed  of  these  l^acies — amounting 
altogether  to  13^000/.-~6he  begins  to  doubt  whe- 
tfier  she  had  sufficient  to  pay  them  without  re- 
ducing the  l^acy  to  Sir  Harford  Jones  of  85,000/. 
Mx>ck  to  20^00(M.  stock.  Now  the  deceased  was 
worth  between  50,000/.  and  60,000/.— was  shrewd, 
and  well  acquainted  wifb  her  concerns,  and  she 
had  only  disposed,  by  her  will,  of  about  3,000/. 
in  addition  to  the  bequest  to  Sir  Harford  Jones : 
tt  was  strange,  then,  that  she  should  doubt,  but 
it  is  not  strange  that  the  Kings  should  not  be 
quite  aware  of  the  extent  of  her  property,  and 
lAiould  think  it  more  safe  to  reduoe  that  legacy. 
This  revocatory  alteration  rendered  a  fresh  copy 
kiecessary,  but  the  deceased  becoming  fiitigued, 
deared  it  to  be  made  the  next  day ;  the  fair  copy, 
Miicfa  had  *  been '  written  prior  to  the  change  in 
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M^      margin  of  thi&  d^K>Bition  the  following  passage  >^ 
HILAB.T      '^  Having  firBt,  on  a  separate  paper>  copied  from 
the  codicil,  marked  B,  the  form  of  words  to  ka 

used  as  revocatory  of  Sir  Harfoid  Jones'  legacy^ 

V.  which  form  the  deponent,  with  a  slight  variatioat 
adopted  in  making  the  copy  to  be  deposed  ef;^ 
That  exi^anation  was  rather  neoessary^  •  became 
the  revocatory  dauf^  in  the  two  instruments  wet 
eacpressed  in  the  same  words. 

Now,  in  this  representation,  for  this  is  the  ac* 
count  of  what  passed  on  the  night  when  the  instnuy 
tions  were  taken,  there  ia  as  alert  a  testatrix  w 
&ncy  can  suppose :  she  raters  into  long  ooDvenft» 
tions,  and  explanations,  and  dictates .  every  |MM9k 
of  the  paper.  .  James  King  was  so  ignorant  \oi 
fonns,  ^t  he  was  unfiling  at  first  to.  draw  i^ 
the  iastmiaent,  and  as  Miss  King,  inheraffida^t 
of  scripts  before  the  conimenoemeot  of  the 
swore; that  the  deceased  had  dictated  it,  Ji 
King  is;anxious,  in  evinry  part  of  his  depositioiiyito 
sbaw  that  the  whole  proceeded  from  her :  she  leiB 
not  only  montaUyi  but  bodily,  alert ;— «he  is  aUva 
to  evaryithing  tiiiat  is  going  forward — she  not  tmlf 
sends  for  her  former  codicil,  but  she  hands  the 
k^ys — ^the  former  codicil  is  delivered  to  her-^HM 
that  ahe  mmett  have  had  the  free  use  of  her  hands 
and  arms — she  not  only,  from  time  to  time  durinj^ 
the  reading,  says  ^  very  good,'^  but,  in  apite  of  the 
dreadful  state  of  her  hack,  she  nods  bar  head  jmd 
amilfs— forwards  James  King  makes  a  fair  eopjF, 
and  neads  it  to.  the  deceased-^«*^then,  at  her  deaiM, 
liands  it  to  her,  and  she,  sitting  up  in  her  bed,  re»^ 
it  ovw  to  herself;  there  is  not  the  slightest  apparent 
jdifficsulty  either  in  sitting  up,  or  reading  the  pajper 
overm^hereis  no  allusion  to  the  darkness  (^  Hm^ 
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room,  or  to  the  candle-light^  and  there  is  no  men- 
tion of  any  spectacles  in  this  part  of  the  evi-* 
dence.  The  instrument  itself,  marked  D^  is  in  a 
mall  and  rather  cramped  hand^  and  it  begins  in 
these  terms:— 

zfpiiHter 

'*  I  the  nndeiugned  Mary  Brydges  a  of  H.  G.  in 


the  A  County  of  Glocester  in  addition  to  my  last 

will  dated  the day  of do  now  in  sound 

mind  and  intellect  make  this  codicil :'' — 

This  is  the  commencement  of  the  codicil^  and 
it  18  quite  fairly  and  r^ularly  written ;  it  hardly 
liecfls  a  correction^  except  the  introduction  of  the 
fbrmal  words  of  the  '*  parish  of  Winterbom,''  'and 
6f*' Spinster :''  and  the  deoeised  was  so  o^Mtble 
fliat  she  could  dictate  a  paper  of  this  descriptioQ 
Ititliout  its  requiring  any  alteration. 

Having  disposed  of  these  l^acies — amounting 
altogether  to  13^000/.—- she  begins  to  doubt  whe- 
tfier  she  had  sufficient  to  pay  them  without  re- 
ducing the  l^acy  to  Sir  Harford  Jones  of  85,000/« 
Mx>ck  to  20^00(M.  stock.  Now  the  deceased  was 
worth  between  50,000/,  and  60,000/.— -was  shrewd, 
and  well  acquainted  wifii  her  concerns,  and  she 
had  only  disposed,  by  h^r  will,  of  about  3,000/. 
in  addition  to  the  bequest  to  Sir  Harford  Jones : 
tt  was  strange,  then,  that  she  shouM  doubt,  but 
it  is  not  strange  that  the  Kings  should  not  be 
quite  aware  of  the  extent  of  her  property,  and 
lAiould  think  it  more  safe  to  reduoe  that  legacy. 
This  revocatory  alteration  rendered  a  fresh  copy 
kicicessary,  but  the  deceased  becoming  fiitigued, 
deared  if  to  be  made  the  nekt  day ;  the  fair  copy, 
Much  had* been  written  prior  to  the  change  in 
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*''she  commonly  goes  out^  dm-ing  the  day^  to  work 
with  ladies  at  their  own  houses ;  she  does  so  move 
for  the  sake  of  employment  than  profit/' — Thi% 
though  not  very  material,  appears  in  her  answer  to 
the  first  interrogatory ;  she  is  a  great  friend  of  Mm 
King^  who,  according  to  James  King's  answer  to 
the  third  interrogatory^  has  been  residing,  for  fliii 
last,  six  months,  at  the  house  of  Cunningbaai^ 
parents.  If  there  was  confederation  betw^n  'tk( 
parties  to  support  this  codicil^  she  would  be  taught 
to  make  the  deceased  very  active  in  originatiDg 
the  transaction,  as  James  King  made  her  active  in 
giving  the  instructions,  and  in  the  execution. 
Here  again,  therefore^  the  Court  must  look  to  dtie 
probability,  and  to  the  consistencies  of  the  diflfer* 
ent  parts  of  her  own  evidence^  and  to  its  accmd'^ 
ancy  with^  or  discrepancy  from^  that  of  JamM 
King, 

'*  Deponent  was  acquainted  with  Mary  Brydgeii, 
late  of  Hambrook  Grove^  during  the  two  yeaie 
next  preceding^  and  until^  her  death:  she  made 
such  acquaintance  by  going  to  visit  Sarah  King^ 
who,  between  two  and  three  years,  and  until  de^ 
ceased's  death,  resided  with  her  as  her  companion.. 
In  the  course  of  deponent's  acquaintance  with  the 
deceased,  she  was  in  the  habit  of  staying  at  Ham- 
brook  Grove,  on  a  visit,  for  a  week  or  ten  days  at 
a  time/' 

Yet  James  King  had  never  seen  her  there,  and 
the  workmen  about  the  house  never  knew  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  person. 

"  Deponent  and  Sarah  King  had,  for  several 
years  previously,  been  intimate  friends :  deponent 
was  visiting  aiid  staying  at  the  deceased^s  house 
aforesaid  from  the  22d  or  23d  day  of  January  last 
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jfttttutitil  the  26th  of  the  same  month.  Deponent^ 
tbe  said  Sarah  King,  and  Thomas  Gay,  the  de- 
ceased's man-servant,  bein^  together  in  deceased^s 
bed-room  (she  being  confined  to  her  bed)  in  the 
morning  part  of  the  said  S4th  day  of  January^  the 
deceased  desired  Thomas  Gay  ^to  send  Carpenter 
(who  was  employed  in  the  stables  and  grounds)  to 
Mr.  James  King,  at  Bristol,  for  that  she  wanted  to 
see  him  on  particular  business/  At  about  ten 
o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  same  day^  the  depo- 
nent, if^ho  was  sitting  in  Miss  King's  bed-room'^ 
received  a  message  from  the  deceased,  brought 
her  by  Miss  King,  saying;  *  that  Mrs.  B.  (meaning 
Ae  dieceased)  wanted  her/  Deponent  accordingly 
went  into  the  deceased's  bed-room,  Miss  King 
ffinng  with  her :  they  found  the  deceased  lying 
down' in-  bed^  and  James  King  with  writing  mate- 
rMs  before  him,  at  a  table  by  the  bed-side.  Tho- 
ibas'Gay  was  also  in  the  room.  The  deceased  was 
convemng  in  a  low  tone  of  voice,  she  being  very 
fed)le,  with  James  King^  and  she  also  said  some- 
thing to  Miss  King,  who  had  gone,  on  entering 
the  room,  to  the  bed-side,  whilst  deponent  remained 
at  the  fire :  deponent  did  not  hear,  not  taking  no- 
tice, what  the  deceased  then  said  to  James  King 
and  his  sister.  When  deceased  had  finished  speak- 
ing to  them^  which  occupied  but  a  minute  or  two, 
she  addressed  herself  to  the  deponent  (who  ad- 
vanced to  the  bed-side),  saying,  '  My  dear,  I  wish 
yon  to  witness  this  codicil  that  I  am  now  making 
in  favour  of  my  dear  Miss  King.*  Deponent  said, 
*  certainly,  Ma'am.'  The  deceased.,  whilst  so  speak- 
ings held  in  her  hand  a  paper,  which  had  just  pre- 
viously been  given  her  by  James  King." 
James  King  does  not  say  one  word  about  this. ' 
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'^  The  deceased,  just  about  the  same  time,  mm 
raised  up  in  bed  by  Miss  King,  who  propped  ber 
up  with  pillows.'^ 

According  to  James  King,  she  was  propped  up 
when  he  first  entered. 

''  And  so  sitting  up^  the  deceased,  to  herself^  read 
over,  using  spectacles^  the  paper  so  handed  to  har 
by  James  King^  while  Sarah  King  stood  by,  bold* 
ing  a  candle  to  light  her,  tlie  other  candle  remain- 
ing on  the  table  where  James  King  had  been 
writing.  When  the  deceased  had  looked  over  the 
said  paper,  she^  speaking  to  James  King^  said,  that 
she  thought  there  was  not  money  enough  beaidea 
'  the  thirty-five  thousand  pounds.'  The  deceased 
said  much  more  to  James  King  on  that  occasioD, 
referring  to  the  paper  she  had  read  over^  than  depo- 
nent can  now  recollect;  but  she  well  recoUecte 
that  the  tenor  oi  what  deceased  said  was,  that  she 
had  not  money  to  satisfy  the  legacies  mentioQed 
in  the  said  paper^  without  deducting  the  same 
from  what  she  had  already  bequeathed  by  her  will. 
From  what  then  passed  between  the  deceased  and 
James  King,  deponent  found  that  the  said  paper 
would  not  do^  and  that  she  would  not  be  wanted 
to  witness  it^  and  therefore  left  the  room.'' 

So  that,  on  the  evening  of  the  twenty-fourth, 
this  witness  was  only  present  for  a  short  time,  she 
came  in  after  the  paper  dictated  had  been  cojMed^ 
and  she  left  the  room  before  the  alteration  in 
respect  to  the  35,000/. :  nothing  about  the  cheque 
passed  in  her  presence.    She  goes  on : — 

'^  The  following  day,  the  25th  of  January,  she 
.  heard  the  deceased  (being  in  her  bed-room)  desire 
Thomas  Gray  (also  there)  to  send  '  Thomas'  (mean- 
ing Thomas  Carpenter)  for  Mr.  King  :  this,  hap- 
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jpened  about  noon.  At  about  eleveu  o'clock  at 
aigbt  (of  the  same  day)^  Sarah  King  came  to  de- 
ponent, who  was  sitting  in  her  (King's)  bed-room, 
and  said^  that  Mrs.  Brydges  wanted  her.  They 
went  into  the  deceased's  bed-room  together.  De- 
ponent found  James  King  (of  whose  arrival  she 
bad  heard  ever  since  eight  o'clock)  and  Thomas 
Gay  already  in  the  room :  the  deceased  was  lying 
down  in  bed." 

This  witness  differs  as  to  that  fieurtfrom  what 
James  King  deposes. 

.  '^  Deponent  went  up  to  deceased's  bed^dCj  and 
asked  her  how  she  was:  she  said,  ^  much  the  same ;' 
and  added, — ^she  had  sent  for  her  (deponent)  to 
.witness  a  codicil  she  had  made :'  deceased  used 
'the  very  words,  ^  to  witness  a  codicil  that  I  have 
made  in  favour  of  my  dear  Sanih  King,  and  other 
persons  who  have  been  so  particularly  kind  to  me 
idonng  my  illness ;  as  I  cannot  die  happy  without 
leaving  them  something ;  and  what  1  am  doing  is 
not  enough  to  repay  them  for  their  kindness — 
especially  my  dear  child' — meaning  by  ^  my  dear 
c^d,'  the  said  Sarah  King,  of  whom  she  fre- 
quently spoke  by  that  appellation.  The  deceased 
then  said  to  Sarah  King,  '  My  dear,  tell  Thomas^ 
.(meaning  Thoms  Gay,  who  was  standing  by  the 
window)  to  call  Witcbell.'  " 

James  King  says  nothing  of  this  long  conversa- 
tion— ^nothing  of  ^is  declaration, — not  a  very  pro- 
bable one  at  such  a  transaction. 

^^  After  waiting  two  or  three  minutes,  the  de- 
ceased desired  James  King,  who  was  by  the  bed- 
dde  towards  the  fire  (the  curtains  being  on  that 
ade  withdrawn,  as  the  same  were  at  the  foot  of  the 
bed)»  to  read  the  codicil,  or  words  to  that  efiect ; 
he,  James  King,  having,  when  so  spoken  to>  the 
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codicil  to  be  deposed  of  in  his  hand.    She,  at  the 
same  time,  desired  him  not  to  wait  for  WitcbeU, 
as  it  was  qaite  sufficient  that  deponent  was  pre* 
sent.    James  King  then,  in  an  audible  and  di»^ 
tinct  manner,  read  the  said  codicil  all  over  from 
beginning  to  end:    while  he  was  reading,  the 
deceased^  two  or  three  times,  said,  ^  perfectly  rights 
— ^'it  is  just  as  I  wished  it-/  and  when  the  readii^^ 
was  oyer,  the  deceased  (who,  in  the  mean  time^ 
had  been  raised  as  before;  into  a  sitting  postare, 
and  supported  by  pillows^)  took  the  papw  into  her 
own  Imnd^  and,  to  herself,  read  it  over.    It  waa 
about  this  time  that  Witchell  (who  sl^t  in  the 
house,'  and  had  gone  to  bed)  came  into  the  Tocim  % 
she'  believes  Gay  had  shortly  preceded  him.     De- 
ceased desired  Witchell '  to  come  round,'  meaning 
to  the  bed- side^  which  he  did;  and  then  said  to 
him,'  M  wish  you  to  witness- this  codicil  to  my 
will :'  the  codicil  was  then  either  in  deceased'a 
hand,  or  on  the  bed:    the  deceased  then  asked^ 
'  whether  all  was  ready,'  upon  which  James  King 
placed  the  codicil  on  a  music-book^  and  held  it  in  a' 
convenient  positioti  (desk-wise)  before  the  deceased, 
and  handed'  a  pen  to-her^  while  Miss  King  held  a* 
candle/  standing  close  to  the  deceased/  and  depo* 
nent'and  Witchell  close  by^  and  in  front  of  the 
deceased ;  who  then  signed  her  name  at  the  foot  of 
the  paper/ and  having  done  so,  said  to  Miss  Kix^y 
*  Will  that  do^  my  dear?'    Mr.  King  then  removed 
the  book^  and  took  the  codicil,  so  signed^  toa*: 
table  standing  in  the  pier  between  the  windows, 
fronting  the  foot  of  the  bed,  where  the  curtaioih' 
wei*e  ilndrawn,  so  that  the  deceased  could  see  wtuM ' 
was  done  there,  and  the  candles  were  removed 
firom  the  'table  at  the  bed-side  to  the  pier-table. 
Jalmeisr  King  having  pointed  out  to -the  deponent 
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the  place,  she  signed  her  name  as  a  witness  to  the 
codicil :  he  then  handed  the  pen  to  Witchell,  and 
read  to  him  the  clause  of  attestation,  and  told  him 
that  die  paper  was  a  codicil  to  the  deceased^s  will ; 
that  it  had  been  read  over  in  deponent's  presence^ 
and  that  the  deceased  had  thereby  left  his  sister 
(Sarah  King)  ten  thousand  pounds,  besides  other 
legacies :  Witchell  then  subscribed  his  name,  and 
after  him  James  King.  Previous  to  the  deceased 
signing  her  codicil^  she  desired  James  King  to  affix 
a  seal  to  it ;  and^  at  the  same  time,  desired  Sarah 
King  to  fetch  her  (the  deceased's)  seal,  with  which, 
beii^  brought,  he^  with  black  sealing-wax,  made 
an  impression  thereon.  Witchell  left  the  room  as 
soon  as  he  had  subscribed  the  codicil.  Deponent 
herself,  in  a  minute  or  two,  after  hearing  the  de- 
ceased desire  Sarah  King  not  to  let  her  fall  asleep 
without  giving  her  her  medicincy  returned  to  Miss 
King^s  room,  leaving  James  and  Sarah  King,  and 
Thomas  Gay  with  the  deceased." 

As  to  the  capacity  of  the  deceased,  <  the  -same 
vntness  deposes : — 

"  The  testatrix  was,  on  the  34th  and  also  on  the 
astid  25th  days  of  January,  at  the  time  of  her  giving 
instructions  for  a  codicil  to  her  will,  and  at  the 
time  of  her  executing  the  codicil,  and  on  all  pre- 
vious and  subsequent  occasions  of  deponent  being 
present  with  her,  of  sound,  perfect^  and  disposing 
mind,  memory,  and  understanding,  and  talked  and 
discoursed  rationally  and  sensibly,  and  well  knew 
and -understood  what  she  then  said  and  did.^^ 

She  says,  in  a  further  part  of  her  evidence,  cm 
the  sevendi  interrogatory:  — 

'•She  knows  not,  and  does  not  believe,  that  the 
nkentaliacultics  of  the  deceased  were  weakened  from 
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the  latter  end  of  October,  1825^  or  that  her  memoiy 
became  impaired.  The  only  difierence  respondenft 
perceived  in  the  deceased,  from  the  first  of  her 
acquaintance  with  bar  until  her  death,  wbb  die 
alteration  in  her  bodily  health,  and  bodily  weak- 
ness resulting  therefrom/^ 

So  that,  in  point  of  capacity,  there  was  no  dimi- 
nution of  it  from  the  time  of  her  first  acquaintance 
with  the  deceased. 

In  this  part,  again^  Cunningham  makes  the  de- 
ceased vary  alert— ^desiring  Gay  to  send  for  James 
King  about  noon^  but  assigning  no  particular 
reipon — ^nor  was  it  very  probable^  as  she  had  ap- 
pointed him  the  night  before :  she  describes  the 
deceased  as  very  much  alive  about  Miss  Kiii^— 
and  very  minute  in  her  reasons  for  giving  her 
10,000/. — she  states  several  circumstances  after 
Witch^U  came  into  the  room,  which  Witchell  does 
not  confirm — she,  in  chiefs  places  the  sealing  with 
great  particularity,  even  before  the  signing  of  the 
deceased ;  and  she  asserts  that  the  deceased^  9t  all 
times,  both  before  and  after,  was  in  a  state  of  per- 
fect capacity :  it  is  not  a  case^  therefore^  of  tem» 
porary  drowsiness^  and  stupor,  with  a  power,  on 
special  occasions,  of  rousing  herself  to  exertion. 
If  this  witness'  account  be  true^  it  is  extremelj 
difficult  to  say  that  Baker's  evidence  is  not  fidse, 
but  the  latter  is  much  supported  by  many  unques- 
tioned facts.  In  respect  to  the  sealing,  she  also, 
Uke  the  other  witness,  very  soon  contradicts  her 
deposition  in  chief.  In  answer  to  the  third  inter- 
rogatory, she  says: — 

'^  The  word  or  addition^ '  Bristol,'  following  her 
subscripticm,  is  of  her  own  hand-writing.  She 
cannot  recollect  whether  James  King  sealed  the* 


HII.AKY 
4^ 


PABROOATITB  OOVRV  OfP  OAVVBIBURY.  SDf 

codicil  before  or  after  respondent  had  aubacribed  1888; 
bet  name  and  addition  aforesaid :  she  well  recoi- 
lecte  that  the  codicil  was  sealed  at  the  taUe  standing 
bttween  the  windows,  and  by  direction  of  the  de^ 
ceased :  respondent  being  shown  the  codicil,  can^  "^"^ 
not  be  certain  whether  the  same  was  sealed  befwe 
or  after  her  subscription/' 

.  Now  she  was  examined,  in  chiefs  on  the  30th 
of  November^  and^  to  this  part  of  the  interro^ 
gatories,  on  die  Ist  of  December:  she,  and  James 
King^  and  Miss  King,  were  all  living  together  in 
the.  same  house — the  better  reodlection  of  Con» 
nuigfaam  does  then  excite  some  suepieion^  that  she 
had  had  some  conference  with  James  King.    This 
witness,  and  James  King^  certainly  agree  in  the 
genyeral  description  ci  the  deceased,  and  in  some 
kadii^.  circumstances,  but  they  are  such  as  might  in  a  oonosted 
havelieen  preconcerted  (  thoi^^h,  even  in  some  of  J|^[^ent  * 
these,  they  diflfer  in  several  particulars :  but  where  ^"'"'^^^^ 
sodi  a  confederacy  exists,  it  will,  more  probably,  contradictioiui 
and  more  decidedly,  hb  detected' npcm  some  col-  ^tedT^  tbe 
lateral  broad   fact,   than    upon  the    transaction  ^^^^j^J^ 
itsdf.  Here  is  a  collateral  circumstance,  on  which  ^^^^  »'>»«' 
tboy  were  not  likely  to  be  so  well  prepared.  James  leadi^  dr. 
Kmg,  on  the  twdfth  interrogatory,  says : —  »  aiiMtwK». 

'^  On  the24tfa  day  of  January,  or  night  thereof, 
the  deceased  herself  examined  several  tnlls  and 
accounts,  and  her  banker^s  book,  previous  to  her 
desiring  respondent  to  draw  a  cheque  for  her,  as 
deposed  of  in  chief/' 

On  a  subsequent  interrogatory*— the  15th — ^he 
answers: — 

'^  That  the  cheque,  being  the  exhibit  No.l, 
shown  to  him,  was  signed  by  the  deceased,  iii  his 
praKsice^  on  the  night  of  the  24th  day  of  Januarys 
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1898.  add  by  him  was  presented  to  her  for  such  purpite, 
^jfjotY  ^^^  immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  codicil 
in  question,  nor  on  the  evening  of  the  executioft 
thereof  but  immediately  after  the  codicil  or  tsopy 
made  from  the  instructions  taken  down  in  writb^g; 
deposed  of  in  chief,  had  been  destroyed.  The  db^ 
ceased,  next  day,  used  the  same  inkstand  when 
she  executed  her  codicil,  as  was  used  by  ber 
when  she  sighed  the  cheque.'' 

This  fixes  the  time  of  drawing  the  draft  to  ibn 
night  of  the  24tfa. 

On  the  thirty-fifth  interrogatory  he  answen 
"That  he  drew  the  cheque,  by  order  of /ttte 
deceased.  Preyioiis  to  naming  the  sum  to.b0 
drawn  for^  she  had  various  bills  and  accounto  bisr 
fore  her^  as  she  sat  up  in  bed :  she  looked  Jikf^ 
same  over,  and  herself  named  the  amount  tb;h^ 
drawn  for,  and  directed  that  the  cheque  was  to  be 
made  pa}'able  to  the  producent.  The  deceased '4itf 
not  say  any  thing  by  which  it  appeared  wh^Cber 
she  did  or  did  not  know  the  balance  of  catdi  abe 
had  in  the  hands  of  her  banker.'' 

On  the  next  interrogatory  he  says  : — 

^'  That  among  the  bills  and  papers  which  .the 
deceased  examined,  previous  to  her  ordering  the 
cheque  to  be  drawn^  was  Gay's  account  book^  in 
which  were  entered  sundry  house,  and  other  esi* 
pences  defiayed.by  him,  among  which,  when  d«e, 
he  inserted  his  wages.  Nothing  vras  said,  at  ihlb 
time  deceased  signed  the  cheque,  as  to  the  amouift 
of  Gay's  wages,  or  the  sundries  for  which  be 
was  to  be  repaid.  The  sundries,  amounting  to 
42L  138.  9d.,  were  set  forth  in  an  account  bode 
kq)t  by  the  producent:  the  deceased  herself  looked 
over  the  bills  referred  to  in  Gay's  booky  and'  in 
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that  of  .the  producent :  having  done  so,  she  desired 
respondent  to  add  up  what  the  same,  and  250/.  to 
Witchell  would  amount  to :  he  did  so,  and 
hrinded  his  calculation,  on  a  scrap  of  paper/  to  the 
deceased,  who  looked  over  it,  and  then  ordered 
him  to  draw  for  the  amount  of  the  total;^' 

.'James  King,  then,  directly  binds  himself  down 
tathis  cheque  being  drawn  on  the  evening  of  the 
24th,  after  Cunningham  had   quitted  the  room ; 
for  it  was  after  it  had  been  determined  not  to  have 
die  codicil  copied  for  eqsiecution  that  night.     Hare 
18:  a  long  and  intricate  transaction,  in  which  the 
deceased  is  most  minute  and  active^  as  if  she  were 
in  perfect  health — ^the  time,  and  the  circumstances 
am  positively  fixed,  and  accurately  described — ^if 
irvtti  here  was  capacity  abundantly  sufficient  for  a 
tafltunentary  act — ^if  true^  I  say — ^but  it,  certainly, 
is  not   very  probable,    nor   consistent^ — ^though 
she  was  so  anxious  about  this  codicil,  yet  so  &- 
tigged  she  could  not  wait  to  have  it  copied^ — that 
still  she  was  so  little  fatigued^  that  she  could  go 
tiiTOugh  all  this  settlement  of  accounts^  examin- 
ing various  vouchers,  when,  for  two  months '  be- 
fore, Witchell,  although  very  eager  for   it  (par- 
ticularly about  Christmas),  could  get  no  money — 
lyecause  the  deceased  was  too  weak  to  sign  a  draft : 
Igat  this  is  a  collateral  matter ;  and,  if  the  codicil 
be  not  founded  in  truth,  it  is  upon  such  a  matter, 
ttnt  the  Court  would  expect  the  most  striking  con- 
tradiction to  arise.    Jt  is  necessary,  then,  to  ex- 
amine Cunningham's  account  of  this  exhibit :  in 
idiief,  of  course,  she  says  nothing .  about  it ;  be- 
cause, ,  if  drawn  at  all,  it  was  after  she  had  quitted 
tteroom — ^it  is.  on  the  twelfth  interrogatory  she 
epeaks  to  this  paper  :-^ 
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18SS.'  «<  She  never  knew  the  deceased  to  be  arense  tn 

YtMtMM      parting  ^th  money,  or  to  pay  small  sums :  te 
4thtaiioB.    deceased  was  very   charitable:    the  exhibit^    '4tt 
cheque,   marked  No.  1,  was  signed  by  the  de^ 
\r^     ceased  in  her  (respondent's)  presence,  and  that  Mf 
'^"^^       Miss  King,  and  of  no  one  else  as  she  now  best 
recollects^  on  the  25th  df  January^  in  the  coune 
of  the  day,  and  before  dinner  time  (six  o'clock), 
as  she  now  best  recollects,  and  verily  believes^ 
At  the  time  the  deceased  was  signing  die  cheqoe; 
she  (deceased)  and  Miss  King  were  in  close  coo^ 
versation,  so  that  respondent  standing  near  the 
did  not  hear  or  attend  to  what  was  tliefi 
In  the  course  of  the  same  morning  [namely, 
the  25th],  and  previous  to  her  signing  said  cheque^ 
the  deceased,  in  respondent's  presence  and  bear* 
ing,  asked  Miss  King  for  Witchell's  bills  in  order 
that  she  might  know  what  she  ought  to  draw  fbr.** 
On  a  further  part  df  that  interrogatory  i — ^  fe« 
spondent  is  not  sure  whethcnr  the  said  cheque  is  or 
is  not  filled  up  and  endorsed  by  James  King :  she 
is  not  well  acquainted  with  his  hand-writing :  shet 
thinks  it  very  likely  to  be  of  his  hand-writing,  be* 
cause  the  deceased  often  employed  him  in  matteni 
of  business^  as  she  has  heard  and  believes." 

The  witness^  therefore,  could  not  have  been 
present  when  the  draft  was  drawn^  because  it  ww 
filled  up  and  endorsed  by  James  King. 

^^  She  knows  not  whether  the  deceased  did  oi^ 
did  not  sign  the  cheque  with  the  same  pen  and 
ink,  as  was  used  by  her  afterwards  in  subscribing* 
the  codicil :  respondent  was  not  taking  notice  at 
the  time  deceased  signed  the  cheque :  she  did  not 
actually  see  the  deceased  sign  it ;  but  saw  hefi 
writing,   Miss  King  being  at  the  bed-side^   am^- 
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immediately  after^  respondent  saw  the  cheque  in 
Miss  King's  hand.  She  believes  Gay  was  in  and 
out  of  the  room/' 

Here«  then,  Cunningham  fixes  the  day — the 
time  of  the  day — and  the  persons  present — in  direct 
contradiction  to  James  King: — the  day — the 
25th — not  the  24lh; — the  time  before  dinner — 
six  o'clock — ^not  at  eleven  o'clock  at  night ; — the 
parscms  present —^  herself  and  Miss  King  —  not 
James  King : — she  enters  into  particulars — as  send- 
ing for  Witeheirs  bills  in  order  to  know  what  to 
draw  forc-^he  sees  the  deceas  d  writing,  (no  very 
easy  operation  for  her) — Miss  King  standing  by 
ibe  bed-side— -and^  immediately  after--^he  cheque 
in  Miss  King's  hand.  These  are  variances^  which 
I  find  it  difficult  to  reconcile,  and  it  is  as  difficult 
to  decide  which  to  believe,  or  whether  to  believe 
either. 

But  these  difficulties  do  not  end  here:  on  the 
next  day  she  comes^  and  disavows  these  answers. 
It  seems  that  she  was  examined  to  the  end  of  thb 
sixteenth  interrogatory  on  the  1st  of  December ; 
—on  the  2d  of  December  she  corrects  her  former 
statement : — 

'*  Respondent,  since  yesterday,  has  be^i  recon- 
sidering what  she  then  deposed^  in  answer  to  the 
twelfth  interrogatory^  as  to  the  day  on  which  the 
cheque^  interrogate^  and  produced  to  her,  was 
signed.  She  now  recollects  more  accurately,  and 
deposes  that  the  said  cheque  was  signed  in  the 
evening  of  the  24th  day  of  January  last  by  the  de- 
ceased, in  the  presence  of  respondent^  Sa,rah 
King^  and  James  King^  who^  at  such  time,  drew 
out)  said  cheque.  Thomas  Gay  was  also  in  and  out 
of  the  room :  she  recollects^  that  the  deceased  told 
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James  King  the  sum  for  which  he  was  to  draw. 
She  does  not  recollect  any  more  that  passed  oa 
such  occasion  respecting  the  said  cheque,  or  the 
amount  for  which  the  same  was  drawn.'^ 

Now  all  this  must  be  equally  false ;  or,  at  least, 
it  is  decidedly  in  contradiction  to  herself,  and  to 
James  King.  According  to  her  deposition  in 
chief,  finding  she  was  not  wanted  as  a  witness  at 
that  time,  she  had  left  the  room  before  the  burn- 
ing of  the  fair  copy;  and  according  to  James 
King  there  was  a  long  transaction  of  business ;  the 
deceased  had  some  bills  and  Gay^s  account  before 
her,  and  he,  King,  wrote  the  items  on  the  back  and 
cast  up  the  whole  amount — this  must  have  taken  a 
considerable  time.  These  various  representatioDS 
are  quite  unaccountable,  except  by  referring  to 
Cunningham's  answer  on  the  last  interrogatory  :— 

"  She  came  to  town  from  Bristol  in  company 
with  the  producent,  James  King,  and  Thomas 
Witchell:  she  is  staying  in  Bury  Street,  St.  James'. 
Sarah  and  James  King  are  also  staying  in  the  same 
house,  as  did  Witchell  while  he  was  in  town :  she 
sees  the  producent  and  James  King  daily,  taking 
meals  with  them :  she  has  conversed  with  James 
King  and  Witchell  since  their  examinations ;  but 
not  on  the  subject  of  this  cause,  because  Mr. 
Toller  warned  her  not  to  do  so :  she  has  not  had 
any  conversation  whatever  with  the  producent,  or 
James  King,  or  Witchell,  respecting  their  evidence, 
or  with  either  of  them  respecting  what  she  heradf 
had  deposed  on  the  preceding  days  of  her  exami- 
nation, or  respecting  this  cause,  or  the  codicil  in 
question.*' 

James  King  also,  on  the  thirty-ninth  interred 
gatory,  speaks  to  their  living  in  the  same  house. 
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ud  at  the  same  table;  but  ^  that  he  has  not 
cmvened  with  the  producent,  or  either  of  his 
fidlow-witnesses  since  their  examination,  or  since 
his  own  in  chiefs  on  the  subject  of  this  cause:  he 
was  admonished  not  to  do  so,  and  has  attended 
to  tiie  same/^ 

That  is  the  way  in  which  she  ventures  to  an- 
swer that  interrogatory.  It  is  very  difficult  not  to 
iOBpect — vicdently  to  suspect — that  the  contradic- 
tioQ  arose  from  the  two  witnesses  not  having  pre- 
concerted what  account  they  should  give  of  this 
cheque :  and  it  is  equally  difficult  not  to  suspect^ 
that  there  must  have  been^  on  the  evening  of  the 
Ist  of  December,  some  conversation — some  ex- 
planation^ notwithstanding  the  very  proper  in- 
junction from  the  Proctor ;  and  that  this  correc- 
tion by  Cunningham  sprung  from  that  intercourse 
— ^ibmes  King^  in  his  deposition  in  chief,  having 
(mnmitted  himself  to  the  cheque  being  signed  on 
the  evening  of  the  24th.  I  find  it  therefore  very 
difficult  to  believe  that  there  had  been  no  inter- 
mediate communication  between  them  on  the 
e?ening  after  Cunningham^s  first  statement^  though 
James  King,  on  the  thirty-ninth  interrogatory, 
anhesitatingly  swears  in  the  words  already  quoted. 

Perhaps^  without  going  further,  this  Court  might 
be  bound  to  say  that  it  could  not  safely  give  cre- 
dit to  these  two  witnesses,  and  that  the  proof 
fiuled:  but  another  important  circumstance  was 
pointed  out  by  Dr.  Phillimore  in  the  course  of  the 
argument.  The  codicil,  in  question^  is  written 
upon  precisely  the  same  paper  as  the  will;  not 
only  the  same  black  margin^  but  the  same  water- 
mark ;  and  it  is  hardly  possible  that  James  King 
diould  have  stumbled,  at  Bristol,  upon  a  sheet  of 
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paper  of  the  same  sort  as  the  deceased  had  hap* 
pened  to  use,  two  years  before,  in  wdting  her  wiU ; 
it  is  still  less  probable  from  another  circiimstanoe 
—the  date  of  the  paper.;  for  it  appears,  upon  fur- 
ther examination,  that  the  date  of  the  water-made 
in  each  is  1813 ;  so  that  James  King,  procuring 
a  sheet  of  paper  at  Bristol  to  write  this  will,  gets 
a  sheet  of  paper  of  1813,  and  that  precisely  cottcb- 
ponds  with  the  paper  of  the  will:  this  is  next  to 
incredible — it  is  a  detecting  circumstance.  The 
counsel  who  spoke  second  in  support  of  the  codicil 
(for  the  first,  if  I  remember  correctly,  did  not  ad- 
vert to  this  observation),  in  accounting  (or  tfai% 
was  obliged  to  suppose  that  the  fair  copy  had  been 
made — ^not  at  Bristol — ^but  at  Hambrook,  after 
James  King's  arrival  on  the  evening  of  the  25tfa^ 
for,  had  he  deposed  that  it  was  written  at  Bristol, 
it  was  admitted  it  would  be  difficalt  to  support 
his  credit.  His  evidence  is— and  it  is  a 
point — 

That  '^  on  the  following  day,  in  order  to 
tisfy  himself  that  what  he  had  taken  down  in 
writing  was  of  a  legal  effect,  he  made  a  transcript 
thereof  in  blank,  as  to  names^  and  the  amount  of 
legacies,  and  called  on  an  attorney,  of  the  name 
of  Day,  and  submitted  the  same  to  him.  Mr. 
Day  made  a  few  verbal  alterations :  the  deponenti 
from  the  original  drafts  and  the  blank  transcript 
corrected  by  Mr.  Day,  in  the  course  of  the  same 
morning,  being  the  25th  of  January,  made  a  fair 
copy  agreeably  to  the  deceased's  directions,  in 
order  to  the  due  execution  thereof  as  a  codicil  to 
her  will.'^  Further  on  he  says — "  he  went  up  to 
the  deceased^s  bed-room  with  the  fair  copy  afoi?&* 
said  '^ — [that  is,  the  copy  he  had  made  at  Bristol; 
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for  he  had  not  made  another] — and  ^^  from  his 
pocket  produced  the  aforesaid  draft,  and  fair 
eepy/' 

On  the  twenty-eighth  interrogatory  he  says — 
**  tfiat  he  did^  on  the  morning  of  the  35th  day  of 
January  (previous  to  drawing  out,  in  its  present 
form,  ^e  codicil  in  question)^  call  at  the  office  of 
Mr.  Brooke  Smith,  an  attorney  in  Bristol:  Mr. 
Smith  was  not  at  home,  in  consequence  of  which 
respondent  went  to  Mr.  Day^  before  whom  he  laid 
an 'A.  B.  C.  case  for  instructions  to  guide  him  in 
preparing  the  codicil  in  question.  In  the  evening 
of  the  same  day,  and  after  respondent  had  pre- 
pared and  finished  the  codicil  in  question^  he 
agldn  (before  leaving  Bristol  to  go  to  the  deceased) 
called  on  Mr.  Smith,  who  was  then,  again,  out  of 
the  way :  respondent  saw  his  managing  clerks  Mr. 
Rftwlinson^  from  whom  he,  verbally,  enquired  the 
form  to  revoke  a  bequest ;  which  form  Mr.  Raw- 
linson  wrote  down  on  a  piece  of  paper :  respondent 
did  so,  to  satisfy  himself  that  the  information  he 
had,  in  the  morning,  obtained  from  Mr.  Day  was 
correct :  he  found  that  it  was  so." 

Here,  then,  the  witness,  not  in  one  passage, 
bat  repeatedly^  does  &\  himself  with  having  writ- 
ten the  codicil  at  Bristol  before  his  return  to 
Hambrook  Lodge ;  the  paper  is  nearly  conclusive 
to' discredit  the  witness  to  that  feet. 

The  signature  itself  is  suspicious — ^it  is  not  un- 
like that  to  the  first  codicil — ^it  is  very  dissimilar 
fipom  those  to  the  drafts  signed  by  her  within  the 
last  three  months,  and  from  that  of  the  draft  dated 
oA'the  24th  or  25th  of  January — whichever  it  may 
be.  And  though  Witchell  supposes  he  may  have 
seen  this  codicil  signed,  deception  may  have  been 
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resorted  to^  and  the  afiair  so  managed  as^  to  impoie 
upon  him  in  that  respect.  Such  a  similitude  to 
the  former  codicil^  and  dissimilitude  firom  tli# 
drafts,  is  a  circumstance  not  altogether  free  from 
suspicion^  though  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
Court  should  rely  on  it  in  the  decision  of  dw 
cause. 

The  whole  transaction  is  clandestine^  whidi^  of 
itself,  affixes  a  strong  indication  of  fraud  and  con* 
trivanoe.  Here  is  not  a  single  declaration  by  the 
deceased  of  a  wish^  about  this  time,  to  do  a  test»» 
mentary  act  of  any  sort — there  is  no  recognitiQii 
whatever  by  her  that  she  had  done  any  audi 
act — there  are  no  disinterested  persons  who 
have  access  to  her,  except  Mr.  Baker.  HererM» 
on  the  following  day^  the  26th,  a  message— flent 
by  Gay  from  Miss  King — to  Russell,  that  ''  Mn. 
Brydges  is  much  in  the  same  state^  and  could  not 
see  him"— excluding  Russdl  thereby.  Here  ia 
subsequent  concealment — not  yenturing  to  dis- 
close the  existence  of  the  paper^  as  if  conscious 
that  it  would  not  bear  investigation — all  these  are 
confirmatory  circumstances  of  suspicion. 

Looking,  therefore,  to  the  improbability  of  the 
disposition — ^from  its  difference,  in  the  character 
and  amount  of  the  legacies^  from  the  former  pa- 
pers — looking  at  the  condition  of  the  deceased — 
considering  who  were  the  persons  around  hw— 
that  they  are,  most  of  them,  closely  connected  to- 
gether, and  are  materially  benefitted  under  this 
paper — considering  also  the  necessary  jealousy  of 
the  law  in  guarding  the  beds  of  dying  persons 
against  fraud,  and  circumvention — I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  evidence  of  the  two  subscribing  witnesses 
(for  the  third  can  prove  nothing  sufficiently  material) 
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18  80  shaken  in  credit,  that  the  validity  of  this 
codicil  cannot  safely  be  pronounced  for  upon  such 
testimony :  I,  therefore,  pronounce  against  it. 

No  costs  have  been  prayed  by  Sir  Harford 
Jones— either  from  a  conviction,  that  the  deceased 
intended,  and  ought  to  have  done,  something  in 
the  way  of  remuneration  for  Miss  King— or  from 
a  hopelessness  of  ever  receiving  them,  if  given  : — 
he  has^  perhaps^  acted  properly — but,  certainly, 
Y&ry  liberally — ^in  not  praying  costs. 

The  Court,  therefore,  is  not  called  upon  to 
make  any  further  observation  on  the  subject,  but 
merely  to  pronounce  against  the  codicil. 


1828. 

Hilary 
Tbrm, 

4thSeMioii. 

Brydgbb 

V. 

Kivo. 


DEW   V.  CLARK  AND    CLARK. 


In  this  case  a  sentence  in  the  Prerogative  Court 
of  Canterbury  against  the  validity  of  the  will  of 
Ely  Stott,  and  a  decree  of  administration  to  Char- 
lotte Mary  Dew — ^the  daughter  of  the  deceased — 
were  affirmed  by  the  High  Court  of  Delegates  (a), 
and  the  cause  was  remitted. 

(a)  The  Judges  who  sat  under  this  Commission  were — 

Mr.  Baron  Hullock, 
Mr.  Justice  Littledale, 
Mr.  Justice  Gazelee, 
Dr.  Arnold^ 
.  Dr.  Dodson^ 
Dr.  Blake, 
Dr.  Salushury. 
Sir  Charles  Wetherell,  Dr.  Lushingion,  and  Mr.  Bligh, 
were  of  Counsel  for  the  Messrs.  Clark — ^the  appellants. 
•  Dr.  Jenner,   Dr.  PhiUimore,   Mr.  Denman,   and  Mr. 
Kmgkif  contrd. 
'  The  cause  was  argued,  at  Serjeants*  Inn,  on  the  16th,  17th, 
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Pkw 

V. 


1838.  Against  this  remission  Mr.  Scurlock  entered  m 

Hilary     caveat  in  the  Court  of  Delegates^  which  that  Court 

ith'Son    ^disregarding,  directed  the  remission  to  pass  nndeir 

seal :  he  further  entered  a  caveat  in  the  Prarogatiye 

Court — that  nothing  should  be  done  in  the  goodi 

'^      of  Ely  Stott  without  his  being  informed  thereofi  ; 

Clark.  ^^^  Shepherd  also  gave  an  appearance  for  Ae 

widow,  and  prayed  an  answer  to  her  interest. 

Mr.  Loveday  (for  Bush)  brought  in  the  reii» 
sion,  and  now  prayed  the  Court  to  proceed  accord^ 
ing  to  the  tenor  of  former  acts. 
Per  Curiam. 
The  decree  of  administration  to  the  daughter 
is  part  of  the  sentence  of  this  Court  affirmed  by 
the  Delegates,  and  which  I  am  now  bound,  on  the 
remission  of  the  cause,  to  carry  into  execution ; 
81  Hen.  VIII.   but  independent  of  that,  the  statute  (a)  leaves  it  ill 
Utothe^^  the  discretion  of  the  Ordinary  to  grant  an  admini^ 
Q^^^^^    tration  to  the  widow,  or  to  the  next  of  kin :  here 
grant  admmis.  the  daughter  has  directed  proceedinsps  to  be  instil 

tration  to  the  o  r  o 

widow  or  to  the  tuted,  and  has  conducted  them  to  a  favorable  ter- 
nextofkin.  mjnation ;  she  has  incurred  all  the  expence  and 
hazard  of  the  suit,  and  exposed  herself  to  the 
danger  of  a  failure ;  the  Court,  therefore,  would 
feel  much  disinclination  (even  if  it  had  the  power) 
to  take  the  administration  out  of  her  hands. 
That  the  widow  was  cognizant  is  not,  and  cannot 
be,  denied,  though  a  decree  to  see  proceedings 
was  never  served  upon  her:   indeed  her  interest 

18th,  10th,  and  21st  of  January,  1828 ;  and,  on  the  13th  of 
Fehruaiy  the  Court  of  Delegates  affirmed  the  sentence  of  the 
Prerogative  Court,  and  decreed  the  costs  out  of  the  estatew 

The  Judgment  of  Sir  John  Nicholl,  in  this  case,  edi^sd, 
with  permission,  from  the  Judge's  notes,  is  printed  separatdj^ 
and  published  by  J.  Butter  worth  and  Son.     London.     182&   • 

(a)  21  Hen.  VIIL  c.  5.  §  3, 
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has,  in  no  way,  come  into  question — ^it  has  not 
been  asserted  nor  denied. 

In  respect  to  the  caveat,  against  the  grant  of  ad- 
ministration^ at  this  late  period,  after  a  sentence  by 
this  Court  pronounced  so  long  ago  as  Easter  Term, 
1826,  and  since  affirmed  by  the  Superior  Court ; 
and  which  caveat,  I  understand,  was  not  entered 
till  Saturday  last — the  day  before  yesterday ;  a 
contrivance  of  that  kind  cannot  be  permitted  to 
interfere  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Dele- 
gates^ which  this  Court  is  now  called  upon  to  carry 
into  execution. 

I  direct  the  grant  of  administration  to  pass  to 
the  daughter :  the  usual  security  will  be  given,  so 
that  the  interests  of  the  widow  will  be  sufficiently 
protected. 


1828. 

HlLiAT 

Tbeh. 

4thSe«km. 

Dbw 

V. 
ChkMM 

Clark. 


IN   THE  GOODS  OF   DAME   SUSANNA    GRAVES. 


On  MoHon. 


A  SUIT  was  lately  depending  in  this  Court  res- 
pecting the  validity  of  the  will  and  codicil  of 
Dame  Susanna  (craves,  widow — ^promoted  by  Wil- 
liam Blacknell  Wilson,  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  deceased^  against  Robert  Baxter^  the  sur- 
viving executor  named  in  the  said  will ;  and  afler- 
vrards  against  Daniel  Heming,  the  executor  of 
Kobert  Baxter^  who  died  during  the  dependence 
of  the  cause. 

An  administration  pendente  lite — ^limited  to  the 
reo^pt  and  investment  of  the  dividends  due  or  to 
grow  due  ojn  two  certain  sums  of  stock,  ^^  for  the 


By  Day. 
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^^^       use  and  benefit  of  such  person  or  persons  as  should 

HiLAKT      thereafter  appear  to  have  a  just  right  and  title 

^^      thereto'* — was  granted  to  Thomas  Wilson,   mud 

,    -: —        Thomas  Brooksbank,  respectively  the  nominees  of 

OP  damb     the  parties  m  the  suit. 

grj^bi^  The  will  and  codicil  were,  on  the  19th  of  Fe- 
bruary, 1827,  pronounced  to  be  valid;  probate 
thereof  was  granted  to  Daniel  Heming,  and  the 
limited  administration  pendente  lite  decreed  to 
have  ceased,  and  expired. 

Mr.  Heming  had  called  upon  the  administrators 
to  transfer  the  stock  purchsised  by  the  dividends^ 
as  aforesaid,  into  his  name :  Mr.  Wilson  was  readjr; 
but  Mr.  Brooksbank  refused,  so  to  do. 

Luahington  now  moved  for  a  monition  to  isso^ 
against  Mr.  Wilson  and  Mr.  Brooksbank,  requii^ 
ing  them  to  transfer  this  stock  into  the  name  of 
Mr.  Heming,  the  general  representative  of  the 
deceased. 

Adddms,  contrd. — That  it  is  impossible  to 
comply  with  the  motion,  one  circumstance  will 
satisfy  the  Court— a  petition  was  presented  to  the 
Vice-Chancellor  praying,  that  stock  belonging  to 
the  deceased's  estate,  and  standing  in  the  name 
of  the  Accountant-General,  should  be  transferred 
to  Mr.  Heming — ^and  the  application  was  refused. 

Luskington. — ^The  fact  is,  during  the  pendency 
of  the  suit,  respecting  the  validity  of  the  will,  in 
this  Court,  the  proceedings  in  Chancery  were 
suspended :  in  that  cause  an  order  was  made  on 
Baxter — ^who  had  then  a  limited  probate — limited 
to  the  property  over  which  Lady  Graves  had  a  dis- 
posing  power  by  settlement — to  pay  all  stock  into 
the  Accountant-General^s  hands ;  certain  stock  was 
transferred;   afterwards  the  limited  probate  was 
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revoked,  and  a  general  probate  granted  by  this      ^^^ 
Court  to  Homing.     The  petition  to  the  Vice-      hilmit 
Chancellor  was  in  respect  to  a  sum  of  7,000/.  in      ^*5^. 
the  hands  of  the  Accouiitant-General ;  and  was  .     — 

Ih  the  goods 

refused^  because  the  matter  could  not  be  decided     op  damb 

SuBAJIlf  A. 

on  an  interlocutory  proceeding,  but  must  wait  the     GaAYit. 
final  hearing;  but  no  order  has  ever  been  made 
on  Brooksbank  to  pay  over  the  money  in  his  pos- 
session. 

Per  Curiam. 
An  administrator  pendente  lite  is  merely  an  offi- 
cer of  the  Court,  and  holds  the  property  cmly  till 
the  suit  terminates  ;  as  soon  as  it  is  concluded  he 
must  pay  over  all  that  he  has  received,  in  his  cha- 
racter of  administrator,  to  the  persons  pronounced 
by  the  Court  to  be  entitled :  his  other  functions 
are  then  completely  at  an  end,  and  the  Court  is 
bound  to  take  care  he  discharges  the  duty  com- 
mitted to  him,  as  far  as  the  delivery  over  of  every 
thing  to  the  proper  party.  In  the  present  instance 
if  there  is  any  contest  or  opposition  respecting  the 
property^  application  must  be  made  elsewhere,  but 
as  it  is  my  duty  to  enforce  the  transfer  of  the  stock, 
I  am  bound  to  grant  this  motion.  If,  from  the 
proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery^  there  is 
sufficient  reason  to  stop  this  transfer^  an  injunction 
may  be  appUed  for. 

Motion  granted. 


Stdr  <  €MB8  1>BTBRMHIED  *  IN*  TmT 


IN  THE   GOODS   OF  JOHN   O^BTRNE^ 


On  Motion. 


1828. 


UnjLKT  On  the  16th  of  Januaiy^  1823,  administratioDy 
^^'  under  the  sum  of  100/.  to  John  O'Byrne,  was  com-^ 
mitted  by  this  CTourt  to  Edward  Gernon  as  the 


Adnuniitra- 


tion  being       attomey    of;  Maiy    Burke — widow — ^the    lawful 
^wn  out  of  daughter  of  the  said  deceased. 

i^that*       Addams — stating,  that  an  increase  in  the  pro- 


required  that 

thSb^S^^  perty  had  arisen  from  the  award  of  a  sum  by  the 

bereudent      Commissioners  for  adjusting  the  claims  of  British 

kii«do^.*      subjects  on  the  French  government — now  moved 

the  Court  to  enlarge  the  administration  to  the  sum 

of  8,000/. ;  and  to  decree  a  requisition  to  issue  to 

swear  Edward  Gernon,  at  Bourdeaux,  to  the  trath 

of  the  premises,  and  to  take  his  bond  for  the  doe 

administration. 

Per  Curiam. 

This  attorney  is  resident  out  of  the  junsdiction 

of. this  Court ;  and  the  application  is  not  only  for 

a  requisition  to  swear  him,  but  also  to  take  a^ 

curity;    under  these  circumstances  the  sureties 

should  be  resident  in  this  country ;  there  should 

also  be  an  affidavit  why  the  additional  grant  is 

necessary,  and  it  would  be  better  to  insert^  if  the 

fact  be  so,  that  no  person  in  this  country  has  a 

claim  upon  the  property.     This  affidavit  beii^ 

brought  in,  the  requisition  may  issue. 

Motion  granted. 
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MACLAE   AND   SWING  V.  WWTHQ  AND   CRUM, 
AND   ALSO  t>.    REID   AND   OTHERS. 


1828. 


This  was  a  cause  of  proving,  in  solemn  form  of     hilart 
law,  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Robert  Ewihg      ^S^. 
deceased,  promoted  by  Humphrey  Ewing  Maclae,  p^.,^,,^  ». 
and  Margaret  Ewing — the  executors  named  in  a  not  be  granted 
will  bearing  date  the  1st  of  June^  1825 — against  nere^t^hj, 
$wiaes  Ewing  and  John  Crum — two  of  the  6xe-  J^^^f* 
eat6rd  named  in  a  testamentary  schedule,  bearing  plained,  to  the 
dMe  the  day  of  February,   1827,  (without  who  died  sod- 

Mlbscription)    in  which  Mr.  H,  E.  Maclae  and  S^'ifJ^^ 
Miser  Ewmg  were  rIso  named  executors.    A  de-  ^^^i  ^^  ^ 

,        .  ^     ,  11       «»we«  ofthe 

cree,  at  the  m^tance  of  the  executors  under  the  executor 
will  of  1826,  had  been  served  upon  various  parties  i!^Mt°L 
citing  them  « to  see  proceedings.^'  wSg^'tl^^^ 

Lushingtan  and  Hascffard — in  support  of  the  •▼Wcnce  of 

o  Oo  n  instructions 

testamentary  schedule  of  1827.  which  were 

Pkillimore  and    Addams — ^for    the    executors  ^^"^  by^^ 
under  the  will  of  1825.  J^*»>«  -^"^- 

tor ;  especially 

Jenner — for  Robert  Reid  (an  executor  under  a  ^^^^  the  in- 
wiU  dMed  the  4th  of  November,  1818 — and  one  decea!^%.  * 


of  the  persons  cited)— objected  to  the  answers  of  ^^J^^' 
Mr.  Maclae  being  received  as  evidence  against  ^*»«"  ^^^ 

,.  °  ^  was  a  previous 

his  p^y.  paper,  in  his 

Lmshingian — in  reply — said,  that  the  objection  cXetLrtyenS?* 
was  not  tenable ;  since  it  had  been  recently  de-  tJ«d  to  probate. 
cided  by  the  Court,  that  the  answers  of  an  exe- 
cutor named  in  two  wills — :both  propounded  in 
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the  same  cause — might  be  read  as  against  a  third 
party  (a). 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Robert  Ewing,  the  deceased  in  this  cause^  died 
on  the  10th  of  February,  1827,  at  Dalby  Terrace 
in  the  City  Road,  at  the  age  of  68  years, — a 
bachelor,  leaving  an  only  sister  who  is  since  dead, 
and  several  nephews  and  nieces.  His  personal 
property  is  stated  to  amount  to  18,650/. ;  and 
there  was  also  a  heritable  estate  in  Scotland. — He. 
had  an  illegitimate  daughter — Margaret — (the 
wife  of  Robert  Reid)  who  died  in  October,  18S6 
—-in  the  deceased^s  life-time:  of  the  three  chiK 
dren  which  survived  her,  two  are  dead — ^but  diat 
is  a  circumstance  immaterial  in  the  consideratkm 
of  this  case — for  these  children  the  deceased  en* 
tertained  the  greatest  affection,  as  also  for  liig 
niece  Miss  Ewing;  and  it  was  ever  an  object-** 
which  he  was  very  desirous  to  attain — that  she 
should  have  the  care  and  management  of  them. 

The  deceased  had  executed  several  wills— <me, 
in  1808 ;  by  which  he  gave  half  his  property  to 
his  daughter  who  was  then  unmarried— a  second, 
in  1818,  by  which  she  had  the  same  benefit,  but 
trustees  were  interposed  in  order  to  protect  the 
property  from  the  engagements,  and  controul  of 
her  husband.  In  1825,  he  executed  a  third  will- 
by  which  he  left  a  life  interest  in  one-third  of  the 

(a)  Rich  V,  Moucbett  and  Isherwood,  Prerog.  7di  JvSji 
1824.  The  sentence  in  this  case,  establishing  the  will  and  co- 
dieil  propounded  by  Rich,  was  affirmed  by  the  High  Court  of 
Delegates  on  the  9th  of  July^  1825 ;  and  an  application  for  a 
Commission  of  Review — afterwards  made,  and  argued  before 
Lord  Chancellor  Eldon,  in  December,  182d — was  refosed. 
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residue  to  his  daughter^  independent  of  her  hus- 
band^ with  a  power  of  disposal  of  the  principal 
among  her  children ;  she  being  dead  I  apprehend 
this  third  vests  in  the  children :  the  other  two- 
thirds  were  bequeathed  to  his  niece,  Margaret 
Ewing,  and  his  nephew^  Humphrey  Ewing  Maclae. 
This  paper  is  uncancelled,  and  will^  undoubtedly^ 
opende  if  the  paper  propounded  be  not  valid — for 
an  intestacy  is  quite  out  of  the  question. 

On  the  daughter's  death,  the  deceased  became 
anxious  to  make  a  fresh  disposition  of  his  property, 
and  determined  on  making  a  new  will.  At  this 
pcHnt  of  the  case  a  considerable  difficulty  arises^ 
as  the  only  evidence  to  be  obtained  must  be  ga- 
tfiered  from  the  answers  of  the  executor  (a) — ^for 
the  solicitor  received  all  instructions  through 
him — and  though  he  may  be  a  person  of  the 
highest  honor — ^though  the  deceased  may  have 
placed  the  greatest  confidence  in  him — and  though 
he  may  be  speaking  against  his  own  interest — ^yet, 
on  answers  alone,  to  pronounce  for  such  a  paper,  is 
going  a  step  further  than  this  Court  has  ever  pre- 
viously gone.  Another  difficulty  is,  that  the 
contents  of  the  draft  were  not  read  over  to  the  de- 
ceased ;  they  were  only  communicated  to  him  in 
the  way  of  explanation,  and  he  manifested  con- 

(a)  Mr.  MaclaOy  hayings  declined  to  renoance  his  executor- 
ibip ;  the  Court  was  moved  to  permit  his  examination,  although 
t  party  to  the  proceedings,  as  being  the  only  person  who 
eoold  give  evidence  on  the  principal  parts  of  the  allegation 
propounding  the  draft ;  dated  February,  1827. — In  support  of 
the  motion,  a  comparative  statement  was  exhibited  of  his 
interest  under  the  will  of  1825,  and  under  the  paper  of  1827 ; 
from  which  statement  it  appeared,  tiiat,  under  the  latter  in-' 
stmment,  his  benefit  was  considerably  less  than  under  the 
former. 

The  Court,  however,  rejected  the  application. 
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siderable  fluctuations  of  intention ;  the  execution 
was  postponed ; — ^however,  on  a  subsequent  r^pre* 
sentation,  he  did  consent  to  execute  it:  and,  it 
is  certain  that,  at  that  time^  Maclae,  and  Druce 
the  solicitor^  must  have  thought  that  he  intended 
to  give  effect  to  the  disposition  as  contained  in  the 
draft,  because  a  fair  copy  was  prepared-^-fitill 
when  it  came  to  be  read  over  it  might  have  pro^ 
duced  much  discussion,  and  the  deceased  might 
not  then  have  given  it  his  full  sanction  and  a|H 
probation.  The  blank— left  for  a  clause  reg^lat* 
ing  the  disposal  of  the  sum  of  4,000/.,  in  case  his 
niece^  Margaret  Ewing^  made  no  appointment  of 
it,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  all  his  grand-chii-^ 
dren — ^is  most  material ;  and  when  I  consider  that 
this  unexecuted  paper  is  to  revoke  a  will — writ- 
ten with  his  own  hand  at  no  great  distance  of 
time — unless  I  could  be  quite  certain  that  tfcie 
deceased  would  have  executed  it  without  alteration^ 
I  could  not  pronounce  for  it. 

Again,  on  the  evening  preceding  his  death,  the 
allusion  to  the  will  of  1825^  in  the  enquiry^  adf 
dressed  to  Maelae,  ^^  whether  a  will  in  a  man's 
own  hand-writing  would  be  sufl&cient" — coupled 
with  Maclae's  answer,  ^^  that  he  thought  it  would 
as  to  personal  estate'^ — strongly  shows  that  he  had 
not  finally  decided  to  execute  the  paper  pio« 
pounded,  nor  to  abandon  the  former  will.  Cer- 
tainly^ the  deceased  had  no  doubt  as  to  the  other 
legacies^  but  only  as  to  the  manner  of  securing 
the  4^000/.  to  his  daughter's  children  independent 
of  the  engagements  of  their  father — stilly  on  the 
whole,  I  think  it  safer  to  decree  probate  of  the 
will  of  June  1,  1825 — but  I  shall  direct  the  costs 
of  all  parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 
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This  was  a  very  complicated  case,  fix>m  thef     Hilary 
obliterations  and  interlineations^  in  pencil,  and  in      ^y^j. 
ink,  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  papers ;  and  it        — • 
has  only  been  thought  expedient  to  report  so  much  faeu  preMmp. 
of  the  judgment  as  elucidates  the  view  which  the  p^  aitenu 
Court  took  of  those  alterations.  b^u^Jl^ 

Fhillimore  and  Addams — in  support  of  the  two  *»«)•«  in  *nk 
papers,  A.  and  B«,  propounded  by  Samuel  Hawkes  they  are  of 
-—one of  the  executors  therein  named,  and  a  bro-  Ae«me1iu* 
ther  of  the  deceased.  •trmnent  the 

premmptioo  fii 

LusMngton  and   Dodsan,  contrit — for  Francis  ttrengrthened. 

fiawkes,  also  a  brother  of  the  deceased.  thera  teJ^tor 

Judgment.  SSlfarV 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  ^''*^i?/"°!5!, 

port  of  his  willy 

This  case^  on  some  points,  is  short  and  clear ;  and  to  take 
l>ut,  on  others,  from  the  state  of  the  papers  pro-  yit^  the 
pounded,  and  of  other  papers  connected  wiih  them,  ^[J^^" 5f  a 
BOW  before  the  Court,  it  is  one  requiring  a  careful  ■trong  dirindu 

«,  ...  nation  to  die 

examination ;  but,  after  such  examination,  it  seems  inteatate  be 
free  from  donbt  in  respect  to  the  proper  decision.     ■*^'^' 

The  testator,  James  Hawkes,  died  suddenly,  at 
Brighton,  on  the  first  of  May,  1827,  by  the  burst- 
ing of  a  blood-vessel,  having  on  the  twenty-first  of 
October,  1826,  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses, 
who  have  attested  it,  duly  executed  the  will  pro- 
pounded :  it  is  all  in  his  own  hand-writing — ^it 
originated  with,  and  was  prepared  by,  himself — 
and  his  capacity  is  unimpeached..  The  will,  there- 
fore, when  executed^  was  valid  :  so  far  the  case,  as 

VOL.    I.  Y  ' 
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to  tlie  factum,  is  short  and  clear — the  question, 
then,  is^  bow  far  it  has  been  since  altered  and  re- 
voked ? 

After  entering  on  a  short  statement  of  the  his- 
tory, circumstances,  and  family  of  the  deceased,  and 
of  the  substance  of  the  will,  and  examining  other 
papers  in  the  cause,  which  It  held  not  material  to 
the  decision*  of  the  case,  the  Court  proceeded  : — 

The  question  then  comes  to  the  face  of  the 
papers  propounded :  there  are  various  erasures, 
and  crossings,  and  interlineations — some  in  pencil 
— some  in  ink :  the  general  presumption  and  pro* 
bability  are,  that,  where  alterations  in  pencil  only 
are  made — ^they  are  deliberative  ;  where  in  ink— 
they  are  finals  and  absolute ;  but  when  they  are 
of  both  sorts,  the  presumption  as  to  each  is  stronger: 
if  the  writer  had  made  up  his  mind,  and  intended 
the  variation  to  be  final,  he  would^  instead  of  pen- 
cil, have  used  the  other  material — ^ink: — ^if  he  were 
deliberating  only,  and  undecided,  he  would  not 
use  ink,  but  pencil.  Upon  the  evidence  also^  npon 
the  deceased's  own  declarations  and  conduct^  and 
upon  the  nature  and  appearance  of  those  pencil 
marks^  I  am  satisfied  that  they  were  intended  to  be 
not  finally  revocatory — but  only  deliberative,  and 
depending  upon  future  acts.  Against  all  tbe  pen- 
cil alterations,  and  their  effect,  I  shall^  therdbre, 
pronounce. 

I  come^  then,  to  the  alterations  in  ink :  I  have 
already  said^  that  the  presumption  is^  that  the  de« 
ceased  had  definitively  resolved  so  to  alter  his  will ; 
and  the  parol  evidence  goes  strongly  to  support 
that  presumption  ;  for  the  deceased,  when  he 
showed  either  the  ,paper  propounded,  or  some  si- 
milar paper,  to  his  solicitor^  Faithful^  a  year  and  a 
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half  before^ — desired  him  to  make  his  notes  in 
pencil,  and  not  in  ink,  as  he  intended  the  instru- 
ment to  be  his  will.  The  alterations  in  ink  are 
made  in  a  cautious  and  curious  manner,  tending 
to  confirm  the  idea  that  they  were  meant  to  be 
permanent:  the  lines  are  struck  through,  not 
merely  by  hand — ^by  drawing  the  pen  through 
tfiem  in  an  irr^ular  manner — ^but,  to  my  eye,  the 
obliterations  appear  to  be  made  with  the  assistance 
of  a  ruler,  forming  a  broad,  dark,  equal  line,  nearly 
eflbcing  the  whole  writing;  and,  in  one  or  two 
Instances — (as  where  he  varies  the  bequest  to  Dear- 
lovfe— first  increasing  it  from  2,000/.  to  2,800/., 
and  then  reducing  it  again  to  3,000/.) — there  are 
two  or  three  parallel  lines  drawn  across  very  care- 
Iblly.  These  observations  confirm  me  in  the 
<y[nnion  that  these  alterations  were  made  deliber- 
liiely,  upon  due  consideration,  and  intended  to  be 
permanent  and  final.  Similar  observations  apply 
in  respect  to  the  interlineations. 

It  is  by  no  means  certain,  that  these  alterations 
may  not  have  been  made  before  the  execution,  and 
that  these  are  not  the  identical  papers  shown  to 
Faithful ;  nor  is  this  even  improktble ;  for,  at  the 
execution,  the  deceased  so  doubled  up  the  papers 
m  not  to  allow  the  witnesses  to  see  more  than  was 
necessary  to  attest  his  signature :  the  alterations  in 
ink  may,  therefore,  have  been  previously  made, 
and  the  will  may  be  in  the  same  plight  and  con- 
dition, except  as  regards  the  pencil  marks,  that  it 
was  on  that  occasion. 

I  cannot  accede  to  the  suggestion  that,  if  the 
matter^  in  this  respect,  were  doubtful,  or  if  it  were 
tinoertain,  whether  the  deceased  did  or  did  not 

y2 


1828. 

Hilary 
Tkrm, 

Hawkbs 
Hawkes. 


324 


CASES  DETERMINBD    III  THB 


1826. 

Hilary 

Term, 

By-JL»ay. 

Hawkis 

Hawilbs, 


mean  any  particular  bequest  to  remain^  or  to  be 
revoked,  that  such  doubt  or  uncertainty  woidd  vi^ 
tiate  the  whole  will,  and  render  the  deceased  intes- 
tate :  nothing  can  be  so  manifest,  as  that  the  de- 
ceased did  not  mean  to  die  intestate,  nor  that 
either  his  real  or  his  personal  property  should  be 
disposed  of  by  law  to  his  heir,  or  among  his  next  of 
kin.  But,  supposing  these  erasures  and  interlinea- 
tions to  have  been  made  after  the  execution,  they 
would  equally  direct  the  distribution,  at  least,  o£ 
the  personalty ;  for  the  fact  is  clear,  not  only  from 
the  presumptions  on  the  face  of  the  paper,  but 
from  the  parol  evidence,  that  the  deceased  wished 
it  to  have  validity,  as  his  will,  in  its  present  shape. 
The  deceased  had  interviews  with  his  solicitor 
long  before,  and  long  after,  the  execution  of  the 
will,  one,  eighteen  months  before  his  death — iSbit 
will  was  not  then  interlined,  and  he  was  careful 
that  any  alterations  should  be  made  only  in  pencil : 
another,  two  months  before  his  death — after  tbi 
will  had  been  executed,  and  then,  the  alterations 
in  ink  had  been  made ;  so  that  there  is  no  impro* 
bability  that  it  was  altered  previous  to  executioii: 
the  last  interview  took  place  on  the  30th  of  April 
— ^the  night  before  the  sudden  death  of  the  de- 
ceased— when  (and  this  was  his  last  act)  he  depo- 
sited this  instrument  with  Faithful,  at  the  same 
time  declaring  and  publishing  it,  as  his  will^  in 
case  of  his  death  before  he  completed  a  substitute 
by  deed.  Whether  it  can  in  every  respect  operafei 
or  in  all  its  parts  carry  the  intentions  of  the  de** 
ceased  into  effect,  it  is  not  necessary  for  this  Court 
to  decide  ;  but  I  am  satisfied  that  he  did  not  ccm* 
sider  any  of  the  pencil  marks  as  part  of  his  will; 
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and  I  am  also  satisfied^  that  he  intended  those  1^28. 

aherations^  which  he  has  so  carefully  made  in  ink,  ^^[^ 

to  be  final  and  effectual.  ^^> 
The  Court,  therefore,  pronounces  for  the  vali-       — - 

4ity  <rf  these  papers,  but  without  the  pencil  marks,  .  ^^** 

and  writing  in  pencil.  •  hawke». 


ULDY  KIRKCUDBRIGHT   V.   LORD   KIRKCUDBRIGHT. 

•""""•  15th  March. 

^  ^  This  was  a  cause  of  proving,  in  solemn  form  of  ^hc  dntnio. 
iftw,  the  last  will  and  testament  (bearing  date  the  tion  of  a  latter 
9d  of  November,  1824)  of  Sholto  Henry,  Baron  former  wui 
Jprkcudbright,  who  died  on  the  16th  of  April,  1 827,  ^'i^^l 
pfn>motedby  Mary,  Baroness  Kirkcudbright,  his  ^wS^^e*^ 
'fridow — the  sole  executi  ix,  and  universal  legatee,  '■»*>on  ^a» 
iVimed   in   the  said  will,  against  Camden  Gray,  ceaa^tooper. 
Baron  Kirkcudbright — the  natural  and  lawful  bro-  cUiiS^n  tST^ 
ther,  and  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased.      ^^  dedara- 

rr«i_      K7"  1  •  iionB  m  favour 

The  King's  Advocate  and  Laishington — ^for  Lord  of,theuiiiTer. 
Kirkcudbright.  und^hT' 

.    The  question  is— whether,  by  the  destruction  of  ^rpre^^Ii 
tlie  will  of  1825,  the  deceased  proposed  to  give  ^^^^^'^^ 
operation  to  the  will  of  1824:  the  presumption  is  revival  beiDgr 
^against  the  revival,  unless  circumstances  show  the  qJ^^oiTof  in- 
contrary.    It  is  clear  that  the  second  will  was  in-  Jl^^^i^^e 
tended   expressly  to  revoke  the    first,    and  that  introdactioa  of 

\  111  11       1      A  I'll    parol  evidence. 

the  testator  would  have  actually  destroyed  it,  had 
he  not  been  prevented  by  the  party  benefitted — 
.who  kept  possession  of  it  against  his  wbhes.  The 
will  of  1825  has  an  express  revocatory  clause.  No 
.general  declarations — ^no  proof  of  afifection-^r-would 
revive  a  will  under  such  circumstancea ;  therq  inp^t 
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turn  of-m  latter  will,  a  former  uncancelled  will  is 
presumed  to  reriye  or  not.  The  presumption  may 
depend,  primd  facie,  on  the  nature  and  the  con- 
tents of  the  will  themselves,  exclusive  of  circum- 
stances dehors  the  will.  If  the  latter  will  contains 
a  disposition  quite  of  a  different  character,  the  law 
may  presume  such  a  complete  departure  from  the 
former  intention^  that  the  mere  cancellation  of  the 
latter  instrument  may  not  lead  to  a  revival  of  the 
former  ;  but  intestacy  may  be  inferred.  If,  how- 
ever, the  two  wills  are  of  the  same  character,  with 
m  mere  trifling  alteration^  it  may  be  presumed  (be- 
dause  it  is  the  rational  probability)  that  when  the 
testator  destroyed  the  latter^  he  departed  from  the 
dteration^  and  reverted  to  the  former  disposition 
lemaining  uncancelled.  This  case  strongly  car- 
ries with  it  the  latter  presumption.  Both  wills 
Mte,  in  character,  the  same ;  the  former  gives  his 
whole  estate  to  his  wife ;  the  latter,  after  giving 
away  only  a  small  legacy,  still  bequeaths  the  bulk 
of  his  fortune  to  her :  it  is  a  mere  codicillary  altera- 
tion^ and  it  is  extraordinary  that  it  was  not  done 
by  a  codicil  only.  The  destruction^  then,  of  this 
latter  document  bears  the  inference  that  he  merely 
meant  to  revoke  the  legacy,  and  thea  to  revert  to 
the  former  disposition  exclusively  in  favor  of  his 
wife.  That  he  considered  both  wills  revoked,  and 
purposed  to  die  intestate,  is,  on  reference  to  the  acts 
done,  in  no  degree,  to  my  judgment,  the  correct 
view  of  the  probable  intention,  nor  the  primd  facie 
|Hresumption.  I  should,  therefore,  be  much  dis- 
posed to  hold,  on  considering  the  papers  alone, 
and  if  no  corroborating  circumstances  were  ad- 
duced, that  the  will  of  November,  1824,  had  re- 
vived.    But  it  is  admitted,  that  all  such  cases  are 
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iTBB  much  attached  to  Lady  Kirkcudbright^  eyeu 
when  he  quitted  her  society  ;  for,  though  in  May, 
1825,  because  she  would  not  patiently  submit  to 
tills  adulterous  intercourse  being  carried  on  in  his 
own  house^  he  actually  separates  himself  (a),  and 
goes  oflf  to  London  with  his  cook-maid,  and  lives 

(a)  On  the  4th  Session  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1827,  an  aOe- 
gidon  was  tendered  on' the  part  of  Lord  Kirkcndhrigbt,  plead- 
hg^  that  in  the  course  of  1825,  the  deceased  gave  his  solicitor 
nttmctions  to  draw  up  regular  articles  of  separation  between 
kipiself  and  Lady  Kirkcudbright:  the  Court,  however,  rejected 
the  allegation  upon  the  following  grounds : — 
Per  Curiam, 

•la  this  cause  four  allegations  have  been  already  given  in, 
aad  publication  would  &ave  passed  on  the  first  session  of  this 
^snn,  if  it  had  not  been  stopped  by  the  assertion  of  the  present 
allegation.  In  this  advanced  stage  of  the  cause,  the  Court 
would  not  admit  a  plea  unless  it  were  sworn  that  the  facts  in- 
tended to  be  alleged  were,  not  only  koviter  perventa  to  the 
kwiwledge  of  the  party,  but  that  he  was  advised  that  they  were 
BMterial  and  important  to  his  case.  The  affidavit,  brought  in 
to  induce  me  to  admit  this  allegation,  is  deficient  in  this  latter 
pcnnt ;  nor  does  the  Court  wonder  at  the  omission,  when  It  looks 
at  the  history  as  detailed  in  the  pleadings  and  papers  already 
before  the  Court. 

After  stating  the  facts  as  detailed  in  the  judgment,  the  Court 
proceeded: — 

That  differences  did  exist  in  the  spring  of  1825,  there  is  no 
donbt ; — that  Lord  Kirkcudbright  actually  withdrew  from  his 
wM,  and  cohabited  with  Bicknell,  and  that  he  made  a  will 
gmiig  her  500iL,  but  in  all  other  respects  confirming  his  former 
jriU,  admit  of  no  question;  after  these  facts  are  established, 
that  articles  of  separation  were  prepared,  but  subsequently 
abandoned,  cannot  weigh  a  feather,  nor  carry  the  case  one  step 
fbriher*  It  cannot  be  worth  while  ag^n  to  open  the  suit  in 
Older  to  introduce  matter  of  such  extremely  trivial  importance. 
jL  shall  probably  consult  Lord  Kirkcudbright's  interest  in  not 
allowing  this  plea  to  go  to  proof;  but,  whether  this  be  so  or 
not,  it  is  my  duty  to  the  other  party  to  reject  it;  and  I  reject 
It  accordingly,  and  decree  publication  to  pass. 

Allegation:  rejected. 
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oliBenred  to  him,  that  he  was  glad  he  was  come 
home,  and  addressed  Lady  Kirkendbright  in  a 
kind  and  familiar  manner.^'  On  that  occasion, 
therefore,  this  witness  perceived  no  want  of  cordi- 
ality between  them.  On  the  following  day  she 
wu  equally  attentive  and  afiectionate — she  pressed 
Mr.  Maul^  the  surgeon — ^who  had  some  reluctance 
fifom  the  course  of  life  Lord  Kirkcudbright  had 
pursued — to  attend  him.  On  the  Sunday,  in  MauPs 
presence^  the  deceased  expressed  his  gratitude  to 
her  in  these  terms : — 

**  He  was  afraid  he  should  not  live  long  enough  to 
make  her  amends  for  the  kindness  she  had  shown 
him  ;**  and  Maul  adds,  ^*  that  the  expressions  struck 
hhn  as  singular,  for  he^  the  deceased,  was  not  accus- 
tomed to  acknowledge  attentions  from  any  one  :^' — 
ttdd  the  next  morning  he  was  found  dead  in  his  bed. 
Here,  then,  is  the  fact  of  this  return  home  and  the 
fenewal  of  conjugal  kindness,  in  support  of  the 
Cfmclusion  drawn  from  the  nature  and  contents  of 
tile  papers. 

In  respect  to  these  wills^  the  deceased  had,  in 
1824^  deposited  his  iron  chest  and  writings  with 
Rudd  ;  and,  in  1825,  the  will — the  subject  of  the 
present  suit — was  also  sent  to  Rudd  by  a  servant, 
in  a  packet  -  sealed  with  Lord  Kirkcudbright's 
arms.  There  is  no  direct  proof  whether  it  was 
sent  by  the  deceased,  or  by  Lady  Kirkcudbright ; 
but  the  deceased  was  at  Southampton  at  the  time, 
or  had  only  just  left  it ;  and  it  was  more  likely  to 
have  been  sent  by  him,  as  Rudd  was  his  own 
confidential  agent.  It  is  not  probable  that  it  was 
sent  without  his  privity^  notwithstanding  the  de- 
clarations of  Lady  Kirkcudbright  to  the  Eames', 
supposing  those  declarations  to  have  been  accu- 
rately recollected;    still  less  probable  is  it,   that 
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aiter  should  aever  be  a  shilling  the  better  for  hinit 
but  that  my  Lady  (as  he  sometimes  called  Lady 
Kiriccudbright)  should  have  the  whole :  upon  one 
Q9casionj  in  the  latter  part  of  November,  1826,  the 
deceased,  alluding  to  the  dqponent's  having  re^ 
QiBtlysent  her  ladyship  some  wine  by  his  order, 
ofaserTed,  ^  that  he  hoped  it  was  of  the  best  sort, 
as  it  was  for  her  own  drinking,'  and  he  also,  upon 
the  same  occasion,  spoke  of  the  manner  in  which 
ihe  had  endeayoured  to  secure  his  property  to  her 
as  hereinafter  deposed." 

.  Now  the  way  in  which  he  does  hereafter  depose, 
mon  the  ninth  article  :--* 
i/^  That  in  all  his  communications  with  the  de- 
ocasrd  [and  he  was  very  intimate  with  him],  both 
in  June  1835,  and  in  November  following,  the 
daeeased's  general  manner  of  speaking  of  his  con- 
Beetion  with  Cliarlotte  Bicknell  was  such  as  to 
MHlicale  r^ret,  not  at  the  intercourse  itself,  but 
only  as  being  the  means  of  keeping  him  in  a  state 
cf  separation  from  Lady  Kirkcudbright ;  and  he 
always  understood  from  the  deceased,  that  it  was 
hi»  intention  such  connection  should  not  deprive 
Lady  Kirkcudbright  of  any  of  the  advantages  he 
inteDded  her  to  have  under  the  will^  which  he  spoke 
of  having  made  as  before  deposed  :'^ — ^that  is,  the 
will  of  November,  1825« 
In  a  further  part  of  his  deposition  Ross  says :— • 
'*  Bicknell  was  present,  when  the  deceased,  speak- 
ing to  deponent,  observed,   ^  in  consideration  of 
Calotte's  good  conduct  and  kind  treatment,  I 
lm?e  settled  dOOZ.  upon  her ;  she  knows  it  to  be 
ihe  case,  because  she  has  seen  the  instrument  duly 
pi^ared  by  a  legal  man,'  or  to  that  effect :  de- 
ponent observed,  ^he  thought  the  deceased  had 
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he  should  take  care  to  leave  every  thing  to  Lady 
Kirkcudbright,  and  that^  vi^hatever  he  might  give 
to  others,  he  would  not  injure  her;  but,  thank 
God,  he  had  something  to  spare  for  an  old  friend^ 
when  he  was  gone.^' 

Now,  whether  he  would  have  made  this  codicil 
or  not,  is  not  the  question ;  but  here  is  the  fact,  that 
he  knew  the  will  was  at  Southampton.  It  further  ap- 
pears that,  for  some  time  before  he  went  back  to 
Southampton,  he  was  tired  of  his  life  with  Char- 
lotte Bicknell,  and  declared  ^'  he  should  leave  her 
with  her  friends,  and  only  give  her  a  few  pounds,'' 
which,  possibly,  he  may  have  done  when  he  parted 
with  her.  After,  tiien,  stating  this  evidence,  it 
seems  to  me  quite  imposnble  to  believe  that  he 
considered  this  will  as  revoked^  or  that  he  meant, 
or  supposed  himself  to  be  intestate ;  or  to  doubt 
that  he  intended  this  will  to  operate.  I,  therefore, 
pronounce  for  it,  and  in  so  doing,  I  think  that  I 
do  not  interfere  with  any  principles  recognized  by 
diis  Court. 


1S28. 

HlLAKT 

Term, 
15th  March. 

KlKKCUD. 
BmiOHT 

r. 

KlKKCVD- 
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Costs  were  prayed  by  Phillimore — but  the  Court 
•Bid,  that  it  was  not,  on  the  whole,  a  case  for  costs, 
as  it  was  necessary  to  bring  the  question  before  the 
Court,  though  the  allegation,  ripping  up  the  old 
quarrels,  was  rather  uncalled  for. 
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On  MoHon. 


1828.  

gj^^^Y  The  deceased  was  a  spinster ;  and  by  het  hit 
Term,  will,  after  giving  to  Donald  John  Macphenoo 
^ —  ^'  M*Leod,  son  of  Major-General  John  M^Leod^  of 
^L^m^ted  the  78th  raiment,  the  sum  of  2,1221. 11«.  6d.  new 
mcotorina  foyp  per  conts,  to  be  at  his  sole  and  absolute  coo- 
•ppixoed  g;e-  trol  at  the  Hge  of  sixteen  years,  and  a  vested  riglit 
in  aco^aby^  at  her  decoase,  and  also  all  her  plate,  linen,  bobks^ 
ISdtShOTt  *°^  furniture  to  be  vested,  and  at  his  own  coniMl 
words,  in  manner  aforesaid  (a) — ^thus  proceeded :—    .  vi 

'^  I  appoint  the  said  Major-General  M^Leod 
executor  of  this  my  will  for  the  purposes  herein* 
before-mentioned,  and  make  no  present  disq[>06al  of 
any  other  property  I  may  be  entitled  to/'  Signed; 
sealed,  &c.  on  the  24th  of  January,  1828. 

This  will  was  written  upon  the  first  side  of  a 
sheet  of  foolscap  paper ;  and,  on  the  second  side^ 
was  a  codicil  of  the  same  date,  of  which  the  follow* 
ing  is  a  copy : 

''  I,  the  within  named  Delicia  Aird,  declare  this 
to  be  a  codicil  to  my  will  bearing  date  this  day, 
and'*  [after  bequeathing  a  legacy  of  twenty  guineas 
each  to  two  servants]  '^  all  the  residue  of  my  personal 
property  I  give  to  the  within  named  Donald  John 

(a)  No  other  property  was  left  under  the  will« 
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Macpherson  M ^Leod  to  and  for  his  own  use,  to  be  1B28. 

vested  and  at  his  own  control  at  the  same  time,  hilart 

and  til  like  manner  as  the  bequests  in  his  favour  in  q^J^^^ 

VM  will  contained.^*    In  witness,  &c.  — 

IM  THE  GOODS 
OF 

The  residuary  legatee,  it  appeared,  was  of  the     ^^5^'^ 
age  of  eight  years ;  and  die  residue  consisted  of 
about  300/. 

The  King^s  Advocate  now  moved  for  a  grant  of 
probate  of  the  will  and  codicil  to  General  M'Leod, 
as  executor. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  residue  being 
bequeathed  to  the  son,  ^'  in  like  manner  as  the  be- 
qiiests  in  his  favour  in  the  will  contained,^'  came 
to  him  subject  to  the  executorship  of  his  &ther, 
and  therefore  granted  the  motion. 

Motion  granted. 


GREEN,  BY  HER  GUARDIAN,  V.  PROCTOR  AND  NEWEY. 


Judgment  (a). 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Elizabeth  Grigo  died  on  the  twenty-fourth  of  Aiegatei^p- 
June,  1826,  at  Oldbury,  in  Shropshire,  at  the  age  ^n^Iiho^aS^r 
of  60  years,  leaving  behind  her  several  nephews  J^^^^jtato 

pnoUite  of  and  coDtesto  a  latter  will,  settings  up  a  case  of  incapacity  and  undue  influ- 
OMe,  which  is  diaproTed — will  be  condemned  in  casts  froDi  tlie  tine  of  fglwiag  in  an  allegation. 

SfwiMe,  a  next  of  iLin--^  Jmiiori  a  legatee  under  a  former  will— contesting  a  will,  under 
cireniiHtanceB  manifestly  vexatious,  may  be  condemned  in  the  whole  costs. 

SmMsj  that  the  g^uardian'  of  a  minor,  instituting  a  suit  cannot  be  condemned  m  the  costs 
iaeurred,  after  a  proxy  has  been  exhibited,  for  the  party  then  become  of  AiU  age. 

(a)  The  KingU  Advocate  and  Haggard — for  the  executors. 
Lushington  and  Salusburi/'^wird. 

VOL.  I.  Z 
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mis  app<>inted  for  the  execution,  but,  on  the  Wed- 
nesday, the  deceased  was  taken  suddenly  ill,  and 
carried  back  to  Oldbury  in  a  state  nearly  of  insen- 
sibility :  if  she  had  then  died^  that  would  not  have 
fmralidated  the  instructions ;  but  it  is  clear^  on  the 
following  day^  she  recovered ;  and^  from  that  time 
t31  her  death,  was  in  full  possession  of  her  mental 
Acuities.  On  the  nineteenth,  Mr.  Wills  attended 
-at  Oldbury,  to  see  the  will  signed  :  he  offered,  re- 
^peoledly,  to  read  the  will  over  to  the  deceased ; 
the  declined^  declaring — ^^  it  had  been  read  to  her, 
•and  was  quite  right  :'*  he  again  offered^  saying — 
**  It  was  no  trouble  ;^^  but  she  was  in  pain,  aiid 
Weak ;  and  refused.  The  will  was  then  executed, 
md  attested  ;  and  there  is  not  the  slightest  doiibt 
of  her  volition — capacity — and  knowledge  of  the 
contents:  she  died  about  five  days  afterwards^ 
during  which  time  her  fomily  and  friends  had 
free  access  to  her.  0(  the  factum  of  the  will,  then, 
there  is  the  most  satisfactory  evidence. 

Now,  it  appears  that  the  will  was  read  over  at 
the  funeral^  and  no  objection  was  then  taken;  if 
there  was  any  ground  for  calling  the  deceased's 
capacity  into  question,  it  should  have  been  done 
hnmediately.  The  probate  was  not  obtained  has- 
tily— ^it  was  not  taken  •  out  for  three  months — ^not 
till  November — ^this  was  ample  time  for  calling 
far  proofs  per  testes :  but  the  executors  are  allowed 
to  remain  in  possession  of  the  probate  till  the 
i4pril,  or  May  following ;  when,  on  actions  being 
brought  against  some  of  the  fomily^  to  recover 
^dirts'due  to  the  estate^  Green,  who  is  indebted  to 
it  in  the  sum  of  400/.^  calls  in  the  probate,  and 
puts  the  executors  on  proof  of  the  paper — ^under 
the  colour,  and  in  the  name^  and  as  protector  and 
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guardian,  of  his  8tep-<]aughter — a  minor,  and  a 
legatee  under  the  will  of  1822 — and,  in  this  suit, 
he  sets  up,  in  plea,  a  most  unfounded  case  in  point 
of  fact.  There  is  nothing  that  justifies  him  in  this 
opposition.  I  hardly  recollect  a  case  so  vexa- 
tiously  and  falsely  offered  to  the  consideration 
of  the  Court,  The  party  setting  it  up  would:  be 
liable  to  the  faW  costs  if  they  had  beai  pressed  fw 
— he  is  not  entitled  even  to  the  ordinary  priyil^ge 
of  a  next  of  kin, calling  for  proof,  per  testes^  whom 
it  is  not  usual  to  condemn  in  the  costs  incurred 
before  the  giving  in  of  an  allegation  ;  though  even 
next  of  kin,  calling  in  probate  under  circui»- 
stances  so  manifestly  vexatious,  >vould  be  liable  to 
the  payment  of  full  costs;  for  the  Court  is  Dot 
precluded  from  taking  such  a  step,  if  It  deeins  it 
necessary  for  the  sake  of  example,  and  in  order  to 
deter  parties  from  frivolous  opposition ; — but,  here, 
Joseph  Green — the  step-father — who  is  the  partj, 
stands  on  a  former  will ;  and  it  is  quite  clear 
the  opposition  was  merely  set  up  by  him,  and 
others,  to  delay  the  payment  of  their  debts  to  the 
estate.  In  this  case,  however,  considering  the  near 
connexion  that  subsists  between  Proctor  and  the 
Greens,  and  that,  under  the  former  will,  they 
shared  pretty  equally,  I  shall  not  carry  the  matter 
further,  than  to  condemn  the  party  in  costs  frdin 
the  time  of  giving  an  allegation,  which  are  all  that 
have  been  asked  for.  The  costs,  up  to  the  time 
of  a  proxy  being  exhibited  for  IVliss  Green,  will  fall 
upon  her  father  ;  those  since  must  be  borne  by  heri 
as  the  Court,  perhaps,  might  have  some  difficulty 
in  enforcing  them  against  her  father. 
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Mary  Alicia  Gill  was  the  party  deceased :  she      Hilary 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  John  Gill,    cay^^^y. 
from  whom  she  had  lived  apart  for  many  years.  ProbHteTf  a 
On  hdv  death,  a  probate  of  a  paper,  purporting  to  ^^  ^^ »  ^«™«- 
be  her  will,  was  taken  in  this  Court  in  the  month  poied,  atXe 
of  March,  1813,  by  William  Cooper— the  sole  exe-  S^Ctotye 
eutor  therein  named — on  the  supposition  that  she  y^^*?*^"" 

had  died  a  widow.  adminUrtration 

Dodson  now  prayed  that  the  probate  should  be  next  of  kin, 
revoked,  as  the  paper  was  (executed  during  cover-  Si^^dSd 
tare,  and  was  therefore  null;  and  applied  for  an  JlJ^J^;^P* 
administration  to  be  granted  to  Alice  Ainsworth,  of  afemc-co 
widow — ^the  lawful  mother  of  the  deceased,  she  reftJnS^ig- 
having  left  no  children,  nor  father.  huste^d,  hay- 

Per  Curiam,  ing beeoheid, 

The  practice  of  granting  these  administrations  case^  to  be. 
to  the  representatives  of  the  wife,  when  the  bene-  aTlihJ!*!!/.*** 
ficial  interest  in  the  property  belongs  to  the  repre-  ^i  lien,  via'* 
sentatives  of  the  husband  (a),  is  very  inconvenient,  c.s.to  the  next 
and  in  defiance  of  all  principle.  Notwithstanding  wifeat  the  time 
the  statutes  (6)  require  that  administration  shall  be  ^ho^ITgh^th^*"' 

right  to  the 
(a)  By  the  29  Car.  2.  c,  3.  s.  25.  it  is  declared^  that  the  property  is  in 

statute  of  distribution  (22  &  23  Car.  2.  c.  10)  shall  not  extend  the  reprejenta 

^-  «         iiti.     .  1         1^  uvea  of  the 

to  the  estates  of  femes-ooverts  that  shall  die  intestate,  but  that  husband. 
tfieir  husbands  shall  have  administration  of  their  personal 
estate,  and  enjoy  the  same  as  they  might  have  done  before  the 
act*     Vide  Wilson  v.  Drake.    2  Mod.  20.  notis. 
{b)  31  Edw.  3.  St.  1.  c.  11.    21  Hen,  8.  c.  5. 
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'^^       granted  to  the  next  of  kin,  it  has  been  solemnly 

HiuKT      decided  that  (he  residuary  legatee  is  entitled^  and 

cvf^Dtj.    ^^  ^^^  always  ^nce  been  the  constant  practice  so 

iNTB^ooH  *°  graw*  itCfl).    In  that  and  every  other  instance 

OP  makt     but  ttie  present,  the  right  to  administratiou  follom 

uoi*    ux.  ^Y^^  ^jgj^j  ^  ^^  property ;  but  in  a  case  said  to 

have  been  argued  here  by  Lord  Mansfield  (6),  then 

(a)  VideTbomai  v.Bntler,  1  Ventria.  217. 

(h)  The  prioled  reoaoiu  for  the  appallanta — writtm  by  Mr. 
Hargnve,  u  janior  covnsel  for  Dr.  Boncbifr,  in  the  mm  of 
Boachier  c.  Taylor,  on  an  appeal  from  the  Coart  of  Chascery 
to  the  House  of  Lords — haTiD^f  aaaerted  it  to  be  aetUed,  that 
aoon  after  the  statnte  of  diatribution,  the  rigfit  to  i 
tioo,  which  eziata  at  the  death  of  the  iDteatala,  i>  ti 
—and  that  the  repreBentatiTes  of  that  peraon,  who  waa  Ot» 
next  of  kin,  hare  the  »anie  right  to  it  as  inch  persoD,  if  linngt 
wonid  himself  have.  Lord  Manifield,  in  delivering  hia  reaaona 
against  the  decree  of  Lord  Chancellor  Northingbm  (which  waa 
rerersed)  denied  thia  poaition,  mad  obaerved  >— 

"That  be  remembered  argning  a  caae  before  Dr.  Lee  a* 
Jndge  of  the  PrerogatiTe  Court,  in  which,  afler  great  eonei- 
deratioa,  the  latter  held  the  right  to  adminiatration  not  lo  be 
transmissible  as  abore  described,  bnt  to  be  grantable  to  the 
next  of  kinfbr  the  time  being."  OnthisMr.HargnTereiamrk^— 

"  A  case  to  the  same  eflect,  before  the  High  Coart  oCDeUgatea, 
waa  cited  in  Chancery  by  Lord  Mansfield  when  Solicitor-GenenI; 
and  Lord  Hardwicke  allowed  the  practice  of  the  Eccleriaadeal 
Court  to  be  so  settled  as  to  adminislraliim,  though  he  decreed 
for  a  diitribulion  in  favor  of  a  hnsband's  representattrea  em  A* 
principle  of  tratuniiuibilili/  from  bim  aa  the  person  entitled  to 
adninistrationalthetimeof  hia  wife'A decease.  Elliot  t>.  Collier, 
1  Wibon,  lOS.  1  Ves.  sen.  15.  3  Atk.  526.  Th«se  anthontiea 
are  certainly  initled  to  very  great  respect.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  there  are  cases  according  to  which  the  rigkl  t/admimii- 
tering  ought  to  foUow  the  right  to  the  ettale.  In  one  caae. 
Sir  Joaeph  Jekyll,  master  of  the  rolls,  is  represented  lo  mj, 
that  this  point  had  been  ao  aoteanly  determined  by  the  Spiritual 
Conrt,  Bacon  «.  Bryant,  EasU  Tac.  1729  in  11  Vin.  Abr.  88, 
The  same  doctrine  is  asserted  by  the  reporter  in  1  P.  Won. 
362,  and  by  Lord  Macclesfield  in  Cha.  Prec.  567,  and  b;  Lord 
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at>^  bar;   as  also  in  a  cmq  before  the  High      >^^ 
Comt  of  Del^^te^  in   1748^   it  was  ruled  that     hilart 

Kiffg,  in  a  case  in  11  Vin.  Abr.  87,  pK  24.    The  practice  also    CaTeat-Di^. 
^grairtnig  administration  to  the  residuary,  legatee,  in  prefer-  i^,~oo»i 
apo^  fo!  the  ae^t  of  kin,  seems  to  he  an  additional  authority  on      ov  VUlwy 
the  s^me  side ;  for  it '  proceeds  on  the  idea  that  the  statutes,  .Aucia  Gua. 
requiring  administration  to  be  granted  to  the  next  of  kin,  were 
inade  with  a  view  to  their  benefit,  and,  therefore,  become  inap- 
plicable when  the  next  of  kin  caiknot,  in  any  event,  be  intitled 
te  ike  soridas  of  the  estate  to  be  administered,    Slee  further 
Jff^BM,v.  ]Pf.  Bettesworth),  2S^.111L"  Hargrave*s{Aw  Tracts^ 
^•p.475. 

Sir  George  Lee  was  Dean  of  the  Arches  and  Judge  of  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  from  January,  1752,  to  De- 
cember, 17&6;  he  was  knighted  upon  succeeding  to  those 
afqpointmeiits ;  and  the  Editor  has  been  unable  to  discover  any 
p^^ce  of  sucb  a  case  as  that  described  by  Mn  Hargrave  to 
liave  been  arguea  by  Lord  Mansfield  during  tbat  period ;  he 
is  iDcfined  to  think  that  a  confusion  has  arisen  between  the 
names  of  Sir  George  Lee  and  Dr.  Bettesworth,  who  was  his 
im^iediate  predecessor  in  the  same  offices ;  for  in  the  case  of 
EDiot  V.  Collier,  1  Wils.  169,  there  is  the  following  passage:— 
V  Quaref  the  case  of  Hole  and  Dolman  at  Doctors*  Commons 
in  Michaelmas  Term,  1736,  cited  by  the  Solicitor-General,  who 
said  he  was  of  Counsel  in  it^  and  that  it  was  therein  determined 
by  tfie  Judge  and  ali  the  Doctors  (not  in  the  cause)  ^  that  the 
husband'^  right  pf  administration  to  his  wife  is  not  transmissible 
to  his  representative,  but  that  it  goes  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
wife." 

ElUot  o.  Collier  was  argued  in  1747,  imd,  at  that  time.  Lord 
Mansfield  was  Solicitor-General.  The  foregoing  statement 
from  Wilson  is  confirmed  by  the  following  entries,  respecting 
the  case  of  Hole  v.  Dolman^  extracted  from  the  assignation 
hook  of  the  Court  of  Arches  :— 

On  the  by-day  after  Trinity  Term,  1736,  Common  Lawyers 
mere  directed  to  be  heard,  at  the  petition  of  both  Proctors. 

On  the  fifth  session  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1st  December,  1736, 
the  Proctors,  on  both  sides,  porrected  sentences.  The  Judge 
havbg  heard  the  Advocates  and  Proctors  on  both  sides,  and 
the  opinions  of  the  rest  of  the  Advocates  present,  read  the 
sentence,  ficc.  kc.  &c«  &c. 
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^^^'       the  Court  was  bounds  by  die  Btatates,  to  grint  Ae 

biurt     administratkm  to  one  df  those  ^peimns  who  wtl« 

cJSSkLj.   '^^^^  <>f  kin  of  the  wife  a<  the  time  of  her  death  (tt)  : 

1-  Jn^^^  ^ut  if  the  persons,  who  at  that  time  were  her  next 


ofHart  of  kin,  die  before  the  grant  of  administration^  it 
has  always  been  held  that  the  Court  may  exercise  its 
discretion. 

I  have  directed  the  cases  to  be  looked  up^  as  I 
feel  inclined,  if  the  point  should  hereafter  come 
before  me,  in  a  contested  form,  to  send  it  up  for  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Delegates,  in  order  that 
the  question  may  there  be  deliberately  recon- 
sidered. 

In  the  present  instance,  I  shall  allow  the  admi- 
nistration to  pass,  a  proxy  of  consent  from  the 
representative  of  the  husband — ^who  is  a  party  to 
the  proceedings  in  Chancery — being  first  exhibited. 

Motion  granted;' 

The  following  cases^  upon  this  point,  decided 
at  different  times,  have  been  communicated  to  the 
Editor  from  the  manuscript  collections  of  the  late 
Dr.  S^^bey,  and  from  the  notes  of  Dr.  Arnold. 

WELLINGTON    OTHERWISE   HOLE  V.    DOLMAN.' 


An  appeal  from  Exeter. 


Per  Curiam  fDr.  Betteaworth  J . 
1736.  The  Court  revoked  the  administration^  granted 

Mich.  Term,    by  the  Court  below  to  the  Reverend  Robert  Dol- 
man, executor  of  JefTery  FoUett,  late  of  Northauij 

-•'•*  w.  Cleaver,  vide  infra,  d.  345. 


PRBROOATIVE   OOUBT  OP  ^CANTBltBURy.  845 

in  Ae  county  of  Dievon^  of  the  goods  of  Margaret       ITSO; 
Wellington,  otherwise  Follett,  late  wife  of  the  said      AmcMi 
JefFery  Follett,  and  administratrix  with  the  will    Mich.  Term. 
annexed  of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  Peter  wellinotom 
Wellington,  late  of  Biddeford,  left  unadministered     vommam. 
by  the   said  Margaret  Wellington;   and  decreed 
administration  to  Rebecca  Wellington;  otherwise 
Hole,  wife  of  Henry  Hole — ^the  sister  and  next  of 
kin  of  the  said  Margaret  Wellington  otherwise 
Follett. 


KINLESIDE  V.   CLEAVER. 


Mich.  Tenn. 


Mart  Kinleside,  formerly  Galton,  died  intes-  1745. 
tate  in  April,  1744:  administration  was  granted  by  t'^jT^ 
the  Prerogative  CJourt  of  Canterbury  to  William 
Kinleside — the  husband — ^who,  having  made  his 
will,  and  appointed  his  son  sole  executor,  died ; 
probate  of  this  will  was  granted  to  the  son  by  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  and  administra- 
tion was  prayed  of  Mary  Kinleside's  effects,  left 
unadministered  by  her  husband,  to  be  committed 
to  him  as  his  executor.  A*  proctor  exhibited  for 
Mary  Cleaver — wife  of  William  Cleaver — and 
alleged  her  to  be  the  daughter— -only  child,  and 
only  next  of  kin  of  Mary  Kinleside,  formerly 
Galton,  and  prayed  the  de  bonis  grant  to  her. 

On  the  fourth  session  of  Michaelmas  Term, 
1745,  Dr.  Bettesworth,  Judge  of  the  Prerogative 
Court  of  Canterbury — decreed  the  administration, 
de  bonis  non,  to  the  daughter  and  next  of  kin  of 
the  wife. 

On  the  Isl  of  July,  1748,  this  decree  was  af- 


^'^    ,ianii««  «*P*^ 
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RBECB   (formerly   MILNER)    V.   8TRArF6RD. 

Am  mppeal  from  Worcester. 

Jaiij^  Strafford  (formerly  Milner),  wife  of      isoo. 
Tbonav  Straffi;Mr4  vas  thQ  deceased :  her  husbapd  Trfadt^T&n, 
4M  without  taking  xulministratioa.    The  Court     ^-^y* 
at  Won^e^r  granted  administration  to  Sally  Str^r 
Iprd,  widow — the  relict  (second  wife),  and  adoii^ 
niatr^irix  of  Tbogiaa  StraJ^brd.    A  citation  issued, 
at  the  suit  of  Elizabeth  Heeoe — ^the  sister  and 
nexit  of  kin  of  Jane  Strafford  deceased,  to  ^pw 
cause  why  this  ^miwstratioa  should   not  ha 
brought  is,  aud  f^  new  ov»  deeseed  to  her.    The 
Oourt;,  haw^yer»  affiro^  the  grant ;  aud  the  case 
mw  camci,  upon  aj^peal,  before  the  )>ean  qf  the 
Arches  foF  ^  decisiout 

Per  Curiam  (Sir  WilHam  Wynne). 

The  ^i^b^atiop  is-^^whether  administration  of  the 
wife^3  effects  $houl4  be  granted  to  the  representa- 
tives of  the  husband,  or  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
wife  ?  This  has  been  long  settled  here.  Formerly 
it  appears  to  have  been  thought  discretionary  in 
the  Court — perhaps  because  grants  (without  the 
statute  or  against  it),  are  made  to  die  residuary 
legatee.  There  are  several  cases.  Wellington 
V.  Dolman  was  solemnly  ar§^ied  in  the  Preroga- 
tive Court  in  1736^  and  by  Common  Lawyers. 
Elliot  V.  Collier,  in  Chancery  (1  Ves.  Sen.  15) — 
a  suit  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  for  an  ac- 
count— in  which  it  was  held  that  they  had  no  right ; 
but  it  is  laid  down,  in  that  case,  that  the  Ecclesias- 
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tical  Court  was  bound  to  grwut  administration. in 
that  course.  In  Kinleside'  v.  Cleaver — ^before  the 
Delegates  in  1748 — the  husband  took  administra- 
tion :  it  was  held  that  made  no  difiference,  and  the 
grant  was  directed  to  issue  to  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  wife.  Since  that  decision  the  practice  has  been 
settled  (a). 

Tlie  only  point  for  me  to  consider  is,  whether 
there  is  any  objection  to  the  citation :  it  was  irre- 
gular^ inasmuch  as  it  only  called  upon  the  party 
to  bring  in  the  administration  and  show  cause 
why  another  should  not  be  granted,  and  that  it 
did  not  say — to  show  cause  why  the  original  ad- 
ministration should  not  be  revoked: — but  the 
grant  is  revoked  as  to  the  party  when  it  is  brought 
in ;  the  citation,  then,  was  sufficient. 

I'he  Judge  below  granted  administration  to  the 
only  party  asking  it ;  when  that  was  called  in,  he 
confirmed  it.  No  costs  were  given  in  the  first 
instance,  but  it  is  so  clear  a  point  here,  that  the 
party  might  have  been  satisfied  on  •  any  advice^ 
and,  therefore^  I  give  the^ costs  of  the  appeal.' 

Sentence  reversed.'  * 


(a)  Vide  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife. 
2d  Edition. 
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WEBB   V.   WEBB. 


On  Motion. 

1828. 


'  This  was  an  application  for  leave  to  bring  in  an      HiLAmr 
allegation^  pleading  further  adultery. on  the  part    4U1  "' 


.of  Mrs.  Webb,  since  the  admiasion  of  the  Jibel  on  nictondnu 
the  10th  of  May,  1827.  ^^f^ll^ 

.    The  affidavit  of  the  husband  stated — ^that  he  knowiedgfe  of 
came^  to  London  from  Bath  on  the  third  day  of  U^^SJaS- 
February  instant,  and  that,  until  the  fifth,  he  had  terpubucatu«. 
no  knowledge,  nor  any  information,  that  a  crimi- 
nal and  a(lulterous  intercourse  had  been  formed 
and   carried  on   between .  his  wife   and  lliomas 
Walton;. that  he  believes  such  criminal  connec- 
tion is  still  subsisting,  and.  that  he  shall  be  able  to 
substantiate  by  evidence  the  all^^ation  now  offered 
on  his  behalf. 

Dodson — ^in  support  of  the  motion. 

Jenner — contra . 

Per  Curiam  (Dr.  LusfungtonJ. 

It  has  been  correctly  stated^  that  the  practice  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  is  to  allow  facts  of  adul- 
tery, that  may  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  a 
party  even  after  publication,  to  be  pleaded :  but 
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HiuLRT  to  suspicion^  and  care  must  be  taken  lest  liti- 
AihsSloa.  S^^^  should  avail  themselves  of  information  from 
the  evidence.  In  the  affidavit  before  the  Court,  it 
is  not  sworn  that  the  husband  has  not  had  accesB 
to  and  read  the  depositions — ^the  presumption  is 
that  he  has  perused  them.  But  in  the  case  of  Sir 
Wastel  and  Lady  Brisco^  adultery  was  suffered  to 
be  put  in  plea  long  subsequent  to  publication— 
where  the  party  was  in  full  possession  of  the  evi- 
dence taken  on  the  originiil  case,  and  where^  if 
great  diligence  had  been  used,  the  fresh  chaiige 
might  have  been  sooner  pleaded^  the  additional 
fact  allied  being  adultery  with  one  of  the  female 
servants,  and  the  birth  of  two  children  (a).  VkfW, 
here,  Webb  is  an  bttomey  at  Bath^— he  has  profei- 
siomd  avocations  to  detain  him  there ;  the  «dili^ 
tery,  if  committed,  has  been  in  London^  Bi^  Ilk 
has  not  had  die  same  means^  thetirfore,  of  diikXH 
vering  any  recent  misconduct  of  his  wife,  as  othidHI 
might  have  possessed ;  and  he  has  sworn^  in  btb 
affidavit  of  the  9th  of  this  months  that  he  oiily 
•knew  of  this  connection  a  few  days  before ;  Kb 
has  then  taken  the  earliest  opportunity  of  bridg- 
ing it  to  die  notice  of  the  Court.  I  shall  watd!i 
the  proof  of  this  additional  plea  vi^ith  great  jea«> 
loosy^  but  I  must^  according  to  practice,  peiMiC 
the  all^[ation  to  be  introduced.  •  * 

Motion  granted. 

{a)  Brisco  t).  BriscD.    2  Add.  259. 
I'l'   111  iti    I'iiii     ' 
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HARBIS  V.   HARRIS. 


182& 


This  was  a  snit  of  divorce  instituted  by  the  wife      ^^^ 
on  a  charge  of  aduUery.    An  allegation  of  facuU     By.Daj. 
ties  having  been  admitted,   the  answers  of  the  i.  inl^en 
husband  were  taken^  and,  in  respect  thereof^  efcch  Jj  feSS^ 
party  had  made  and  brought  in  an  ajfidavit.    The  j!?^^^ 
sufficiency  of  the  answers  was  tlie  question  before  wife  brongiit 
the  Court.  bStSStSl 

In  his  answers  to  the  first  article,  the  husband  ^^[j^^^ 
cbdnied  a  deduction  of  26/.  Is.  8d.  as  an  ahnual  large  property. 
payment  for  the  assurance  of  the  sum  of  1,000/*  niated  Taine  or 
imlab  life;  and — ^m  his  answers  to  the  seventh  ^^L^^^^fl^ 
article — after  admitting  that  he  was  entitled  to  six  }^i?^'^i^ 
shares  in  the  Economic  Insurance  Office^  for  which  tion  of  the 
lie  paid  1,500/. ;  and  also  to  one  hundred  shajces  in  come,  in  order 
die  Asylum  Insurance  Office,  for  which  Jbe  had  ^f*^^^ 
paid  480/.,  but  that  some  further  instalmeiili  still  pendente  me, 
remained  due  thereon ;  said^  '^  that  his  (the  res- 
pondent's) shares  in  the  Economic  were  all  mort* 
gaged  and  assigned  as  a  security  to  his  agent  for 
advances  already  made  ieind  to  be  made  to  the  res« 
pendent,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  outstanding 
debts  now  owing  by  him,  amounting  to  SdO/.  or 
thereabouts,  and  to  tneet  the  expences  of  the  pre* 
sent  suit,  and  he  therefore  derives  and  will  derive 
ho  income  whatever  from  such  shares ;  and  he  for- 
ther  saith  that  his  shares  in  the  Asylum  Insurance 
Office  are  also  at  present  unproductive  of  income 
to  him,  the  rules  of  the  said  office  requiring  as  a 
ecmdition  of  his  holding  such  shareSj  that  the  in<» 
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^^^'  terest  thereon  be  paid  into  the  oflSoe  as  in^lments 

HiLAaT  of  payment  for  the  said  sliares,  for  whicn  purpose 

Bj^^,  such  interest  will  be  applied  for  the  next  six  yean 

„ —  at  least/^ 

V.  In  a  further  part  of  his  answer  to  the  same  ar- 

—  -  ■  A 

tide — ^^  that  he  had  not  on  his  marriage,  nor  has 
lie  ever  since  had  any .  portion  or  advancement 
whatever  with  his  wife,  altliough  her  i&ther  is  poa- 
-  sessed  of  a  large  property  and  income." 

Phillimore  and  Addams — ^in  objection .  to  tlie 
answers. 

Jenner — contrd. 
Per  Curiam. 

In  disposing  of  the  objections,  the  Court  ob- 
served that,  in  answers. to  an  allegation  of  faculUes^ 
to  state  that  the  husband  had  received  no  portion 
with  his  wife  wras  customary  and  proper ;  but  the 
introduction  of  that  part  of  the  husband's  answer 
to  the  seventh  articled— that  his  wife's, father  was  in 
possessioQ  of  a  large  property  and  income — ^was 
improper :  it  could  have  no  weight  in  an  allotment 
of  alimony ;  and  was  inadmissible  on  two  grounds : 
first;  because  it  might  lead  the  Court  into  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  amount  of  the  father's  property  ; 
and  secondly,  because  there  was  no  legal  obliga- 
tion on  a  father  to  maintain  his  daughter  after 
marriage.   .  The  Court  was  also  of  opinion  that 
the  husband  was  not  entitled  to  make  any  deduc- 
tion in  respect  of  the  1,000/.  for  which  he  had  in- 
sured his  life,  inasmuch  as  a  policy  of  insurance 
was  capable,  at  any  time,  of  being  converted  into 
money ;  and  further  said,  that  though  it  might  be 
true,  the  shares  in   the  Asylum  Insurance  office 
might  not^  in  the  first  instance,  be  available  as 
income,  yet  if  the  Court  were  to  allow  this  exemp- 
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tioD^  a  hm|Muid  might  so  invest  bis  income  as  to 
erade  all  claims  upon  him  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  his  wife. 

The  Court — ailter  entering  into  a  calculation  to 
ascertain  the  amount  of  the  husband's  income — 
€(Hitinued : 

^'  Takings  th^i,  tiie  income  of  the  husband  at 
250/.  per  annum,  and  considering  that  he  has  two 
diildren  to  educate  and  maintain^  and  that  be  will 
have  to  pay  the  expences  of  this  suit  on  both  sides, 
I  allot  to  the  wife  the  sum  of  75/.  per  annum,  as 
alimony,  pendente  lite :  she  must  have  the  means 
of  furnishing  herself  with  a  decent  subsistence. 

1^  Court  directed  the  alimony  to  commence 
finom  the  return  of  tiie  citation,  and  that  the 
amount  of  all  debts  which  the  wife  had  incurred 
sinoe  that  time,  and  which  had  been  discharged 
by  the  husband^  should  be  first  deducted. 
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APPENDIX  A.— {Vide  ^.3.) 


Rules  to  be  observed  by  the  Proctors  of  the 
Arches  Court  of  Canterbury,  and  signed  by 
the  Judge,  Advocates,  and  Proctors  of  the 
said  Court.     Ter.  Mich.  1684. 

CONCERNING  CITATIONS, 

Upow  -returo  of  a  CitatioD,  if  the  person  cited  beipg  person- 
iDj  served,  or  by  vHs  et  modis  duly  executed,  doth  not  appear 
either  by  himself,  or  Proctor,  the  first  day,  then  to  be  excom- 
mimicated  without  any  reservation ;  that  if  a  party  be  cited 
and  appear  (though  the  process  be  not  returned),  he  shall  be 
dismissed  with  costs — viz.,— six  shillings  and  JJI^^Jjenc^j 
pr€Bter  three  shillings  and  four-pence,  pro  monii 
tiie  party  agent  will  not  proceed. 

CONCERNING  LIBELS. 

Every  Proctor  shall  be  provided  with  his  libel  upon  the  day 
of  the  return  of  the  process,  and  if  he  hath  no  libel  ready,  the 
party  cited  to  be  dismissed  with  six  shillings  and  eight-pence 
charge,  prcster  three  shillings  and  four-pence  pro  monitione. 

CONCERNING  PROCTORS'  ANSWERS. 

That  the  Proctor  of  the  party  cited  shall  be  obliged  to  an- 
swer affirmative,  or  negative^  the  same  time  that  the  libel  is 
•admitted. 

That  when  the  Proctor,  to  prevent  the  cause  being  assigned 

.ad  eoncludendum^  shall  say  he  gives  in  an  allegation,  he  shall 

really  give  it  in,  and  he  shall  swear  that  he  believes  he  can 

prove  it,  if  required  by  the  adverse  Proctor,  and  that  he  gives 

it  in  non  animo  differendi  litem. 
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APPENDIX  B.—{Vide  p.  47.) 


O.  J  The  following,  extracted  fron  tlie  process  deposited  in  Ifce 

PuLLEM       registry  of  the  Court  of  Delegates,  is  a  snmmarj  of  the  pr«. 

Clewer.      ceedings  in  a  cause  of  office,  instituted  origiBaliy  in  the  Cowt 

of  Peculiars,  by  Pnllen-— a  parishioner  of  Croydon,   i^oit 

Dr.  Clewer,  the  Vicar  thereof;  wherein  the  Jndg^  pronooneed 

.a  sentence  of  Deprivation;  and  that  sentence  was  aflkned  ^ 

the  High  Court  of  Delegates. 

1682.  June  90.  Before  Sir  Richard  Lloyd,  surrogate  of 
Sir  Robert  Wyseman,  Dean  of  the  Arches — sittmg  at  St. 
Vedast,  Foster- Lane. 

Clewer,  D.  D.  in  person,  and  PuUen,  consented  to  day, 
place,  and  Judge. 

Clewer  alleged  his  suspension  for  not  attending  the  yisitatioii 
of  the  Archbishop  in  Croydon  Church,  and  prayed  it  to  be 
relaxed.  ** 

Pullen  dissenting,  and  alleging  that  Clewer  had  committod 
very  many  crimes,  and  had  neglected  his  Cure ;  and  that  h^ 
Pullen,  was  ready  to  promote  the  office — upon  which  the  Judjjte 
ass|M|MHni  Promoter;  and  the  articles  were  immediafely 

'HHParticles  were  in  the  name  of  Sir  Robert  Wyseman,  as 
Dean,  or  Commissary,  of  the  Arches,  against  William  Clewer, 
S.  T.  P.,  Vicar  of  Croydon,  county  of  Surrey,  and  Deanery 
and  Jurisdiction  of  Croydon-***  for  bis  sours  health,  and  for 
the  reformation  of  his  manners  and  excesses,  and  especialij, 
for  the  neglect  of  his  Cure  of  Souls,  and  of  the  execution  of 
his  clerical  office  in  not  preaching,  nor  reading  the  common 
prayers  (as  set  forth  in  the  book  called  the  Common  Prayer 
Book)  on  Sundays  and  holidays ;  in  not  baptizing  infants ;  and 
not  reading  prayers  for  the  burial  of  the  dead ;  and  for  omitting 
the  due  celebration  of  the  Sacrament.** 

The  presentments  of  the  Churchwardens  of  Croydon  wens 
annexed  to  the  articles, — which  also  objected  that  the  Vicar 
was  of  a  quarrelsome  temper ;  and,  in  the  nineteenth  article,— 
**  that,  after  the  decree  of  Suspension  had  been  read  in  Wimbku 
don  parish-church,  and,  on  the  same  day  (Sunday)  had  beett, 
'before  the  time  of  divine  service  in  the  afternoon,  made  known 
to  Clewer,  he  did  not  desist  from  officiating.'* 
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■  The  twenty-sixth  article  prayed — that  Clewer  might  be  pu- 
nished for  bis  excesses,  and  condemned  in  costs. 

Upon  these  articles  being  exhibited,  Clewt-r  again  prayed 
bit  suspension  to  be  relaxed ;  and  alleged,  that  an  attachment 
•bad  issued  against  him  from  the  Exchequer,  on  which  account 
]ie  had  not  dared  to  attend  at  the  yisitation ;  and  he  then  pro- 
dacad  a  witness  who  swore  to  the  attachment  being  out. 
•  At  petition  of  Pullen,  the  articles  were  then  admitted ;  and 
Oewer  was  assigned  to  answer  **  quatenus  de  Jure  astrin*- 
gUur^  et  non  aliter,'* 

On  6th  July.  Sir  Richard  Lloyd  decreed  the  suspension  to 
be, relaxed,  and  letters  testimonial  to  be  made  out,  and  admo- 
nished Clewer  to  be  attentive  to  his  Cure  in  future. 

Clewer  then  gave  a" negative  issue  to  the  articles,  and  wit- 
nesses were  examined  in  support  of  them. 
,  On  the  I2th  of  December  (1682)  an  order-^ated  4th  De- 
eember— was  exhibited  from  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer, 
cnqpowering  the  Judge  to  proceed  in  the  Peculiars,  ndtwith- 
stending  the  order  to  stay  the  cause  (dated  28th  November, 
94  Car.  2.)  obtained  by  surprise,  on  the  part  of  Clewer :  it  was, 
iMnreTer,   a  part  of  the  order  of  the  4th  of  December,  that 
Polkn  should  show  cause,  on  the  first  day  of  the  following 
tm,   why  prohibition  should  not  go  to   the   Ecclesiastical 
Court— •there  being  an  information  against  Clewer nJfcfp  mid- 
ipf  in  the  Exchequer,  for  the  said  ofienee.  ^^P.  ^\ 

On  the  production  of  this  order,  Pullen  alleged  thafMJ|pl^er 
>ras  Vicar  of  Croydon,  &cc. ;  and,  after  enumerating  ah  his 
dcrkai  defects  **  in  grave  scandalum  Christiana  religionis, 
€t  periculum  animarum  parochianorum^**  prayed — and  the 
Jvdge  (haying  heard  advocates)  decreed — suspension  pendente 
Uie;  and  that  a  proper  Minister,  to  be  approved  by  the  Ordi- 
naorj,  should  be  appointed,  and  tlie  profits  of  the  vicarage 
ieqaestered. 

.  On  the  20th  of  December,  the  proctor  of  Clewer  alleged  an 
aipfMftl  from  this  order — as  made  during  the  term  probatory. 
This  appeal  seems  to  have  been  abandoned,  as,  on  the  next 
Cevrt-day,  20th  of  January,  the  cause  proceeded,  and  the 
proctor  for  Pullen  exhibited  an  order  ^*pro  exoneratione  regulce 
pro  prokibitione.*^ 

An  allegation  had  been  admitted,  on  the  part  of  Clewer,  in 
the  preceding  Michaelmas  term  :  and  he  bad  been  assigned  to 
give  in  his  further  allegation,  if  any ;  when  on  the  15th  of 
February,  he  prayed      ther  time. 
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PuUen  (in  person)  objected,  and  porrected  a 
tence,  which  the  Judge  then  signed. 

The  sentence  was  to  this  effect ; — 

**  Pranunciamus  Gulielmum  Ciewer  d  Vtoarid^  ei  eccUtii 
parochiaii  de  Croydon^  cum  tuis  Juribus  membris  et  pertinent 
His  universis  privandum  penitus  et  amovendum/bre  mcprivari 
et  amoveri  debere,  Eandemque  vicariam  et  Eccletiam  paro* 
ckialem  de  Croydon,  vacuam  depersond  GuHeimi  Ciewer^  esse 
et  sic  esse  debere  ad  omnem  Juris  effectum  prouuneiamuSy  de^^ 
cemimus  et  declaramus,  sicque  privamuSf  amovemus  et  pro^ 
nunciamus  per  prasentes,'*^ — and  condemn  him  in  costs.  - 

RicB.  Lloto,  Surr. 

Gnil.  Trumbull. 

1 


y&ie.   It  wan 
objected  that 
the  Dean  ofthe 
Arches  could 
not  deprive 
without  a 
Bi^op;  but  it 
was  overruled 
by  the  whole 
Court  'y — that 
the  canon  did 
not  atlect  the 
Archbishop ; 
besidea,  that  it 
was  the  con- 
ttant  practice 
for  the  Dean  of 
the  Arches  to 
deprive. 


From  this  sentence  Dr.  Ciewer  appealed,  and  the  following 
notice  of  the  case  in  the  High  Court  of  Delegates  is  extracted, 
with  the  marginal  observations,  from  a  folio  common-place 
book  (in  the  librarj  of  the  college  of  Advocates  at  Doeton* 
Commons),  in  the  hand- writing  of  Sir  Richard  Raines  (c),  lad 
Sir  Charles  Hedges  (6),  [p.  807]. 

Dr.  Clewbr,  Vicar  of  Croydon,  in  the  year  1666  was  pre- 
sented for  neglect  of  duty,  and  dismissed  with  a  DMrnidon ;  and 
AflBO  MBf ,  he  was  presented  for  not  reading  prayers^  Mt 
buijUffp  nor  christening,  and  then  again  monished  smb  peemi 
suspensionis  ;  he  not  appearing  at  the  visitation  next  followiag, 
was  suspended ;  after  which  he  appeared  and  the  sospensioB 
was  taken  off,  and  he  was  again  monished :  but  he,  takiaf 
no  more  care  than  formerly,  was  articled  against  in  Jone  IttS, 
from  whence  he  appealed  to  the  Delegates,  but  the  sentSMS 
was  confirmed  against  him  by  the  Judsj^es  at  Serjeants*  Idiu 

The  Bishop  of  London,  the  Bishop  of  Peterborough,  Liri 
Chief  Justice  Jefferios,  Mr.  Justice  Withens,  Mr.  Justice  Hol« 
loway.  Sir  Thomus  Exton,  (c)  Dr.  Falconbridge,  Dr.  PiaibU, 
Dr.  Hedges : — fur  deprivation. 

The  Bishop  of  Ely,  Mr.  Justice  Charlton,  Mr.  Josliee 
Windham :— ^iissenting. 


(a)  Judge  ofthe  Admiralty  A.  D.  1686. 

(6)  Jadge  of  the  Admiralty  A.  D.  1689.— In  1702,  Sir  Charles  He^ 
was  made  Joint  Secretary  of  State  with  the  Earl  of  Nottingham. 

(c)  Dam  of  the  Arches  in  1686,  and  also  Judge  of  the  Admiralty,  bot  tb 
latter  appointment  he  resigned  in  the  course  of  the  same  year. 
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The  tmth  of  the  fact  was,  that  Mveral  persons  died  unbap*  Noie,  The 
tized — seTeral  wanted  christian  burial: — ^non-residence — not  ^^w^^ncrer 
reading  prayers ; — and,  to  these  neglects,  were  added — obsti.  of,  erimina 
nacy — and  no  amendment^  notwithstanding  the  several  monitions.  commisM,  for 

For  the  Doctor  it  was  urged,  that  his  absence  was  for  the  l^^^non^ 
benefit  of  the  church, — that  for  omissions  and  negligences  the  appearance^— 
IMmishmeDt  was  but  suspension.     Canons,   68,  60.     Jdcob.  ^^^  deprired. 
(1603.) 

Against  the  Doctor  was  urged — ^Parson* s  bw.  c.  17  (a).  Dr. 
Zoach,  Descriptio  Juris  et  Judicii  Ecclesiast  part  4.  §  0.  (6)— 
Any  common  default,  after  monition,  sufficient. — Brownlow's 
R^p.  part  1.  p.  70. — Magna  negligentia  to  be  removed :  c.  oon- 
quferente.  Extra,  de  cler.  non.  resident :  (c)— et  ibi  Ancharan  (d) 
— Caus.  11.  queest.  J.  c.  petimus  (e) — ^Oidrad.  Consil.  105.  (/) 
— -ilesidere  obiigatus,  et  contumaz  privatur.  81  D,{ted  quare) 
•€.  8  gh'  {g) — Barbosa  de  off.  et  potest,  parochi.  c.  18.  n.  8. 
■iMr' not  baptizing  deprivable  (A) ;  and  c.  quicanque  de  con- 
sseratione,  Diaz.  Practica  Criminalis  €anooi€a.-^Liiidwoodl 
~c.  qnamvis  de  vit4  et  honest.  Cler. ;  et  c.  quohiam  reus  de'pce- 
Bis ;  verbo  **  cimtinuaio  diutius,**  (t) — Otho.  c.  Ad.  Vicariam. 
do  offic.  Vicarii.  A  vicar  to  swear  residence,  and  to  reside  (k). 
De  officio  Vicar,  extr.,  Vicarius  non  dat.  Vicarium;  verbo 
*•  Ftearti  teneantur^*^  et  verbo  **  m  prapriit  persomis.^*  (/)— 
Residentia  quidem,  c.  Eztirpand :  extra,  de  prsebend  (m) — 
DeCler.  non.  resid.  Lindwood,  c.  cum  hostis;  verbo  **  re$u 
iMNf."  (fi)— Incorrigibilis  quisque.  Abbas  c.  cum  ab  hioo  (o) — 
Maiohis  de  irregular,  lib.  5.  c.  26i  n.  4.  5  rep,    SpMtard's 

(a)  .llde  Degge.  c.  9.  p.  146.  7th  Ed. 

(6)  Zoach  de  poUtift  Ecclesiae  Aaglicanse.     Lond.  1705.  Sro. 

(e)  Decree.  Qte%.  lib.  3.  tit  4.  c.  6. 

(d)  "  Non  reaidena  in  Beneflcio  etiam  modictt  seatimatioiiia  ^Uo  priTari 
^ebet.**  Vide  vol.  3.  p.  13— Ancharani  (Petr.)  super  DecreCalibna  Comment : 
3  vol    Lagd.  1519.  F. 
•     («)  Decreti  2  da.  para,  caoaa  zi.  quaest.  1.  c.  19. 

(J)  Vide  p.  100.    Ed.  Venetiia.  1585.  F. 

[g)  The  Editor  has  not  been  able  to  trace  this  reference. 

(A)  Lugd.  1634. 4to.— Diaz  uses  the  Mune  worda,  on  this  point,  as  Barboza. 
—i^ai  infirmussibi  (presbytero)  oommendatns,  sine  baptismo  morittir,  depo- 
nendus  est."  &c. 

(0  Lindwood,  Ub.  3.  tit.  1.  and  Lib.  5.  tit.  15.    De  poenis. ' 

{k)  Constit.  Othon.  tit.  de  Instit.  Vicar :  and  John  de  Athon  in  const. 

(0  Decret.  Greg.  lib.  1.  tit.  28. 

(ai)  Decret.  Greg.  Lib.  3.  tit.  5.  c.  30. 

(n)  Vide  Lindwood,  Ub.  1.  tit  12.— lib.  3.  tit  4.— et  c.  De  poenis. 

(o)  Vide  Panormitan.  c.  de  clcricis  non  resident. 
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caae  (a),  the  same  is  cause  £[>r  deprivatioB,  which  is  for  retobi^ 
a  clerk.  Doderidge,  Treaty  of  AdYOwsons  (6),  three  caoMs 
of  deprivatioD— want  of  capacity,  crime,  and  contempt  of  Oidi* 
nary ;  and  ad  Vicariam*  de  Institut*  vicarii. — ^Beneficinm  da^ 
propter  officium.  Cans.  1.  q.  1.  (e)  et  ibi  gL — Parson^s  law.  2 
Jacob.  All  the  Judges  agreed  that  disobedience  to  the  Ordioaiy 
is  just  cause  of  depriyatton.  Allen  v.  Nash.  13  Car.  1.  B*  R. 
Weedon*s  case,  anno  75  in  the  Arches. 
Mr.  Holt's  At  the  common  law,  an  office  of  trust  is  void  upon  neglect  of 

'^'^^B^^"'^^*  duty.  1  Inst.  233.  Cure  of  Souls  is  a  public  office,  and  nec- 
lect  of  duty  a  forfeiture ;  the  concern  is  greater  in  the  case  of 
a  Cure  of  Souls,  than  in  any  temporal  office.  Caudrey*s  casOt 
5  Rep.  He  was  deprived  because  he  offended  against  the  irwt 
of  his  office,  and  that  too  for  the  first  offeace ;  though  the  stat. 
Hen.  YIIl.  says,  for  the  second :  for  the  statute  is  but  affifiaa- 
.tiye  of  the  Ecclesiastical  law, — ^and  he  was  deprivable  by  tfial 
Jaw.  The  statute  alters  not  the  canon  law  ;  for  the  statute  k  ip 
affirmative  words  which  cannot  repeal,  so  it  doth  but  incvftfi 
the  penalty.  Godbolt,  259.  Bishop  of  Salisbury's  case.  SidaK* 
fin*s  Reports.    The  Town  Clerk  of  Guilford's  case  (d). 

The  Bishop  of  London  was  of  opinion, — that  the  DoctQf'a 
crime  was  against  his  oath,  against  his  trust,  and  also  thai  he 
was  incorrigible  in  pot  amending  upon  monition^  and  therefm 
to  be  deprived. 

The  BiiiiO|>  of  Ely, — that  a  man  was  deprivable  for  obeli* 
nacy ;  but  he  saw  no  obstinacy  or  disobedience  to  this  Coqr^ 
and  all  that  appeared  was  but  a  non-feasance,  and  so  not  tp  be 
deprived. 

The  Bishop  of  Peterborough, — ^that,  at  ordination,  be  bad 
made  a  vow  to  observe  the  commands  of  his  Ordinary ;  that  be 
had  sworn  canonical  obedience,  and  to  be  resident  at  his  InSti* 
tution,  and  he  had  broken  both ;  that  obstinacy  and  incorrigi- 
bility were  added  to  these  crimes,  and,  therefore,  deprivable; 
and  if  not  so,  the  Church  might  throw  up  all  jurisdiction,  and 
every  little  vicar  might  set  up  for  himself  in  defiance  of  his 
Ordinary ;  that  the  canon  of  King  James,  and  Spelman's  Coun- 
cil, 376,  speaking  only  of  suspension,  means  only  for  the  fini 
neglect. 

Lord  C.  J.  Jefferies, — positively  for  deprivation. 

(a)  Specot^s  Case,  5  rep.  57. 

(6)  Vide  Doderidge's  Compleat  Fwnon^  p.  72.    Lond.  1641. 4to. 

(e)  Decreti  aecunda  para.  Causa  1.  qnsBit.  1. 

(d)  1  Sid.  14.  2  Sid.  97. 
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Mr.  J.  Windham,— that  noD-feataace  was  na  just  caaae  for 
deprtyatioOy  and  he  was  only  ht  a  aeqaestration^  wrgiag  the  HI 
conseqoenee  of  deprivation  for  neglect  only. 

Mr.  J.  Charlton, — the  68tli  canon  of  King  James,  and  SpeU 
nan's  Council,  did  but  suspend  for  not  refbsing,  which  is  more 
than  a  bare  neglect,  and  no  reason  to  outstrip  the  canon. 

Mr.  J.  WithenSy — that  the  punishment  was  seyere,  but  not 
too  much. 

The  vest  agreed  thereto. 

11  June,  1684.    At  Serjeants'  Inn. 


aiCH  r.  OERAan  am9  lodeb.— -(Fti/e  p.  47,  suprd.) 


This  was  an  appeal,  in  a  cause  of  office  promoted  by  WilHam 
Loder  and  Henry  Gerard,  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  StaU 
bridge,  in  the  couuty  of  Dorset,  against  Samuel  Rich,  D.D., 
Rector  cf  Stalbridge  aforesaid^  **  lor  neglect  of  his  clerical  du. 
ties,  and  for  the  crime  of  adultery,  fornication^  or  incontineney. 
with  one  Elizabeth  Snook^  wife  of  Thomas  Snook,  of  the 
sasM  place." 

The  suit  was,  originally,  brought  before  the  Reverend 
Richard  Rodderick  (sitting  in  the  parish  church  of  Blandford, 
looo  Cpnsistorii),  surrogate  to  Henry  Jones,  LL.D.  Official 
Piwcipal,  and  Vicar*General  of  the  £pisc(^pal  Consistorial 
Court  of  Rristol. 

The  articles — eleven  in  number-— pleaded  the  neglect  of  Dr. 
Rich  10  pray  with  the  sick,  when  sent  for  to  visit  the  same— 
to  mad  the  Divine  Service  according  to  the  rubric — and  iuru 
tber  objecting,  that  he  frequently  read  the  same  hastily,  and 
irreverently.  Mid  out  of  the  canonical  hours ;  and  thisit  he  ab- 
sented hki^f  from  bis  Cure  of  Souls— did  not  procure  any 
person  to  reside,  or  officiate  for  him ;  and  that,  particularly 
within  the  months  of  October,  November,  December,  and  Ja- 
nuary last  (viz.  1688),  he  had  neglected  to  repair  the  bam  be- 
longing to  the  rectory  of  Stalbridge,  whereby  the  same  h^d 
become  dilapidated. 

The  sixth  article  objected — that,  contrary  to  the  laws,  ca- 
qons,  and  constitutions  of  the  realm,  he  was  a  sower  or  fomentor 
of  discord  and  strife  among  the  neighbours  in  the  parish  .of 
Stalbridge,  and  parishes  adjacent,  and  |Nromoted  several  vexa- 
tiofis  suits  against  them,  particularly  (ot  tithe  before  it  was  due. 
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•  The  sereotb-— lihat  whoever  eommitB  adiihery,  .farnicatioii* 
or  incontiiieiiej,  ought  to  be  canonicftny  pwiitbed. 

The  eighth — ^that,  notwithstanding  the  premises-  he  did  [in 
certain  months  specified]  all,  some  or  one  of  them  frequent  the 
company  of  Elizabeth  Snook,  wife  of  Thomas  Snook,  and  par- 
ticularly at  his  house,  during  his  absence,  nse  nnebaste  beha- 
viour, dalliance,  and  embraces  with  the  said  Elizabeth  Snook 
in  very  suspicious  and  indecent  ways,  and  commit  the  crime  of 
adultery:  and  more  particularly  in  the  month  of  November, 
1688,  in-the  chamber  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Snook ;  and  that  so 
much  hath  been  confessed  by  the  said  Samuel  Rich  and  Elisa- 
beth Snook, 

The  articles  concluded  with  a  prajrei^— that  Dr.  Rich  should 
be  deprived,  and  be  condemned  in  costs. 

The  cause  having  come  up  to  the  Court  of  Arches  on  an 
appeal  from  an  interlocutory  order  of  the  Court  below ;  the 
appeal  was  pronounced  against-— the  cause  retained,  and  a  defi- 
nitive  sentence  ultimately  pronounced ;  it  was  to  the  following 
efiect: — 

"  Tenor  Sent enti»  in  principali  ex  parte  Gerard  lata  :— 

Idcirco  nos  Georgius  Oxenden  Legum  Doctor,  &c.  pronon- 
ciavimus  matnr^qne  deliberavimus  prsefatum  Samuelem  Rich, 
annis  et  mensibus  in  hftc  causA  articnlatis  fuisse  vimm  eoDJo- 
gatum,  viz.  maritum  cujusdam  Annse  Wilks,  alias  Rich,  et,Oe- 
ricum  sacris  ordinibus  Diaconatus  et  presbyteratns  insignitam 
et  Rectorem  de  Stalbridge ;  et  Elizabetham  Snook„  in  pro- 
cessuhujus  causae  nominatam,  annis,  &c.  &c.  fuisse  fonninam 
conjugatam,  viz.  uxorem  cujusdam  Thomse  Snook,  &c. ;  et  qhia 
etiam  invenimus  priefatnm  Samuelem  Rich,  annis,  &c.  eamalem 
copulationem  cum  dict&  Elizabethi  Snook,  &c.  &c.,  habnisse,  et 
crimen  adulterii  cum  dictft,  &c.,  commisisse  et  adulterum  ease  et 
de  crimine  adulterii  reum  fuisse  et  esse—"  prsefatnm  igitof 
Samuelem  Rich,  propter  praemissa,  dRectorii  Ecclesiae  parodii- 
alis  de  Stalbridge  praedictae,  et  ab  omni  beneficio  ejusdem 
Rectoriae  de  Jure  amoveri  et  privari  debere  pronunciamns,  &c. 
&c.,  sicque  eundem  Samuelem  Rich  i  dicti  Rectori&  et  eccleeift 
parochiali  de  Stalbridge  praedictae  et  ab  omni  beneficio  ejusdem' 
rectoriae  amovemus  et  deprivamus  per  praesentes,  dictumqve 
Samuelem  Rich  etiam  secundum  canones  puniendum  et  corri- 
gendum esse  decernimus  et  declaramus  praefatum  Samuelem 
Rich  in  expensis  legitimis  ex  parte  et  per  partem  dictorum 
Gulielmi  Loder  et  Henrlci  Gerard  tarn  in  primi  quam  in  hie 
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infttantift,  hujus  causse  factis  et  faciendis  eisdemque  seu  parti 
mut  aolvendis  condemnanduiii  de  Jure  debere  pronunciamaa,  &c.*' 


On  an  appeal  to  the  High  Court  of  Delegates,  this  sentence 
affirmed  with  costs;  and  the  cause  was  remitted  to  the 
Court  of  Arches. 


The  last  notice  of  the  case  in  the  Delegates'  Assignation 
Book,  is  the  attendance  of  Dr.  Bramston,  at  Newgate,  to  ab- 
fldlTe  Rich  from  his  contempt ;  but  a  formal  definitive  sentence 
dated  in  June,  1690,  was  found  in  the  Delegates*  Registry, 
signed  by: 

William 9  St.  Asaph, 
Gilbert,  Sarum, 
Edward,  Winton, 
Sir  William  Dolben,  C.  B. 
Sir  Thomas  Rokbby,  K.  B. 
Sir  Richard  Raines, 
Dr.  Geo.  Bramiton. 


» 


OUNl 


EASTER  TERMi 
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THE    COUNTESS    OF    PORTSMOUTH,  1B28. 


V,  Easter 

Tbrm, 
1*HE  EARL  OF    PORTSMOUTH,  BY    HIS  COMMITTEE.       4th  S«stioo. 


This  was  a  suit  of  nullity  of  marriage  insti-  a  marriage  a 
truted,   originally,  in  the  Consistory  Court  of  u^dtTci^nm- ' 
Ix)ndon,  on  the  part  of  the  Eari  of  Portsmouth,  SSy/inferV 
meting  by  his   Committee:    and,   in   an  early  nagCnudunA 
Stage  of  the  proceedings  came  up,  by  appeal,  to  between  aper- 
the  Court  of  Ardies,  where  it  was  retained.  derangTa  mind, 

and  the  daugh- 
ter of  bis  trustee 

The  cause  was  argued  by  Lushinirton  and  r1.**ll*^i^'  • 

^  J  o  (who  bad  great 

JPickard  for  the  Earl  of  Portsmouth  ;  and  by  infiaencc  orer 
the  King's  Advocate  and  Dodson  contr^.  whom  he  was 

clearly  consi- 
dered and  trttt- 

Judgment,  ed..of».«.a»d 

miod)pronounc- 
SlR  John  NiCHOLL.  ednulUndfoid; 

This  suit  is  described  as  brought  by  the  Earl  cS  wife  con- 
of  Portsmouth,  acting  by  his  Committee,  against  ^emiied  in co.t.. 

Mary  Ann  Hanson,  falsely  calling  herself  Coun- 
tess of  Portsmouth,  to  have  a  marriage,  in  fact 
solemnized  between  them,  declared  to  be  null 
^nd  void  in  law. 

The  proceedings  originated  in  the  following 
circumstances.  In  January  1823,  a  Commission 
issued  to  enquire  into  the  alleged  Lunacy  of 
Ijord  Portsmouth  :  —  the  inquisition  was  exe* 
cuted— -very  long  proceedings  took  place — the 

VOL.  I.  B    B 
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1828.  matter   was    strenuously  contested — a    great 

Easter  number  of  witnesses  was  examined — and  the 

4th^sesii'oD.  finding  of  the  Jury  was,  "  that  Lord  Portsmouth 

^    —  "  is  of  unsound  inind,  so  that  he  is  not  sufficient 

COUNTE88   OP 

p,oRTSMooTH    ' '  for  thc  govemmeut  of  himself  and  his  property, 

ear^l  of      ''  ^i^d  has  been  in  the  same  state  of  unsound 

Portsmouth,  u  ^^^^  f^^^  the  first  of  January  1809."    In  con- 

sequence  of  this  finding,  Mr.  Henry  Fellowes, 
a  distant  relation,  was  appointed  Committee; 
and,  by  an  order  made  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
the  Committee  was  directed  to  institute  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  ''  for  the 
''  purpose  of  annulling  and  declaring  void  th^ 
''  marriage  of  John  Charles  Earl  of  Portsmouth 
''  with  Miss  Mary  Ann,  Hanson,  now  Countew 
**  of  Portsmouth." 

Thus  the  proceedings  commenced  in  the  Ec« 
clesiastical  Court.  The  verdict  woidd  not  of 
itself  afiect  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  de 
facto  solemnized — though  solemnized  within  the 
time  of  the  finding  by  the  Jury.  The  finding 
is  a  circumstance  and  a  part  of  the  evidence  in 
support  of  the  unsoundness  of  mind  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage,  but  no  more  ;  for  this  Court  must 
be  satisfied  by  evidence  of  its  own,  that  grounds 
of  nullity  existed.  Accordingly  a  long  libel  was 
given  in,  setting  forth  in  detail  the  mental  con- 
dition and  unsound  conduct  of  Lord  Ports- 
moutli,  and  the  measures  pursued  to  effect 
the  marriage;  his  birth  in  December,  1767; 
the  death  of  his  father  in  1797;  the  great 
weakness  of  his  mind  from  the  earliest  pe- 
riod ;  his  marriage  with  Grace  Norton  in  No- 
vember ]  799 ;  the  settlement  on  that  marriage, 
and  the  names  of  the  trustees ;  Mr.  John  Han- 
son, the  solicitor  of  the  family,  being  one  of  those 
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trustees.      The   libel   goes  on,  that  after  that 
marriage  his  mental  weakness  increased  until 
at  length  he  became  of  unsound  mind,  that  he 
so  continued  and  still  continues  of  unsound  mind : 
averring,  therefore,  that  he  was  from  his  birth 
and  before  his  first  marriage,  not  of  "  unsound," 
but  only  of  "  weak  mind,"  which    afterwards 
"  became  unsound."    The  libel  then  proceeds 
to  allege  a  variety  of  facts  from  that  marriage 
till  the  death  of  Grace  Lady  Portsmouth,  as 
indicating  unsoundness  of  mind,  and  proving 
that  he  was  treated  as  a  person  incapable  of 
managing  his  own  property,  and  was  always  kept 
under  a  certain  degree  of  superintendence  ^and 
restraint.   It  further  recounts  Lord  Portsmouth's 
conduct  on  the   death  of  Grace  Lady  Ports- 
mouth in  November,  1813,  and  the  circumstances 
attending  the  second  marriage  to  Miss  Hanson 
on  the  7th  of  March  following,  to  show  that 
"that  marriage  was  not  the  act  of  a  person  of  sound 
mind,  but  was  effected  by  fraud  and  circumven- 
tion.   It  then  details  the  subsequent  conduct  of 
XiOrd  Portsmouth  and  the  treatment  he  experi- 
enced, in  continuation  and  confirmation  of  his 
former  unsoundness.     It  mentions  the  birth  of 
a  female  child  at  Edinburgh,  in  July  1 822  ;   his 
iremoval  from  thence  just  before  that  event  by 
some  of  his  family,  and  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings under  the  inquisition  already  mentioned. 
This   is  the  general  substance  of  the  libel. 
The  prayer  of  it  is,  "  that  the  marriage  may 
**  be  declared  null,  by  reason  of  the  Earl  being 
^'  at  the  time  of  unsound  mind  and  incapable 
**  of  forming  such  a  contract ;  and  also  by  rea- 
^^  son  of  the  fraud  and  circumvention  practised 
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1828.  <'  on  him  upon  that  occasion ;  and  that  Maiy 
EAftTER  ^^  Ann  Hanson  may  be  condemned  in  the  costs 
Aihs^im.  ''  of  suit."  It  cousists  of  forty-uiue  articlcs,  and 
n  ..  "IT  «.  ^^^  it  sixty-seven  witnesses  haye  been  examined. 
PoRTSMouTn  On  the  part  of  Lady  Portsmouth,  an  al- 
earl  of  legation  in  reply  was  given,  setting  forth  that 
Lord  Portsmouth  —  was  possessed  of  a  capacity 
and  understanding  fully  equal  to  the  ordinary 
transactions  of  life — was  so  considered  and  treat- 
ed by  all  persons,  till  removed  from  Edinburgh 
on  the  2d  of  July,  1822 — corresponded  with  his 
friends — mixed  in  society  like  other  noblemen 
and  gentlemen — in  1790,  on  coming  of  age, 
suffered  recoveries  witli  his  father,  and  made 
a  new  settlement  of  his  family  property.  It 
explained  the  arrangements  on  his  first  mar- 
riage, and  detailed  his  observations  upon  it.  It 
alleged  that  he  settled  accounts  with  his  agents — 
attended  public  meetings  and  committees — ^pro- 
secuted an  offender  and  was  examined  as  a 
witness  in  1802 — was  much  affected  at  the 
death  of  his  wife ; — that  the  second  marriage  was 
freely  entered  into — was  his  own  act,  and  the 
result  of  no  fraud ; — that  his  family  wrote  letters 
of  congratulation  on  that  marriage ; — that  in 
1814,  Mr.  Newton  Fellowes,  his  brother,  applied 
for  a  commission  of  Lunacy,  which  was  refused; 
—  that  subsequently,  in  1815,  Lord  Portsmouth 
executed  a  will  and  codicil,  exercised  his  func* 
tions  as  a  Peer,  and  cohabited  with  Lady 
Portsmouth  till  removed  by  force  from  Edin- 
burgh;— and  it  exhibited  many  of  his  letters. 
This  allegation  consisted  of  above  thirty  arti- 
cles, and  fifty-seven  witnesses  were  examined 
in  support  of  it. 
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Upon  the  result  of  this  mass  of  evidence,  given  1828. 

by  one  hundred  and  twenty-four  witnesses,  on  eastek 

pleas  consisting  nearly  of  eighty  articles — de-  41^2^.^100. 

positions  more  in  bulk  than  In  any  cause  within  ^    — 

*  ,  ^  Countess  of 

memory  before  these  tribunals — the  Court  has   Portsmouth 
to  decide  whether  the  marriage  is  null  and  void.      £arl  of 

The  law  of  the  case  admits  of  no  controversy,   p^^smouth. 
and  none  has  been  attempted  to  be  raised  upon 
it.      When  a  fact  of  marriage  has  been  regu- 
larly solemnized,  the  presumption  is  in  its  fa- 
vour ;  but  then  it  must  be  solemnized  between 
parties  competent  to  contract  —  capable  of  en- 
tering into  that  most   important  engagement, 
the  very  essence  of  which  is  consent :  and  with- 
out soundness  of  mind  there  can  be  no  legal 
cronsent — none  binding  in  law: — insanity  viti- 
ates all  acts.     Nor  am  I  prepared  to  doubt,  but 
that   considerable  weakness  of  mind  circum- 
vented by  proportionate  fraud,  will  vitiate  the 
lact  of  marriage  —  whether  the  fraud  is  prac- 
tised on  his  Ward  by  a  party  who  stands  in  the 
relation  of  Guardian,  as  in  the  case  of  Harford 
against  Morris,(a)  which  was  decided  principally 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  —  or  whether  it  is  effect- 
ed by  a  Trustee  procuring  the  solemnization  of 
the  marriage  of  his  own  daughter  with  a  person 
of  very  weak  mind,  over  whom  he  has  acquired 
a   great    ascendancy.     A    person,     incapable 
from  weakness  of  detecting  the  fraud,  and  of 
resisting  the  ascendancy  practised  in  obtaining 
his  consent  to  the  contract,  can  hardly  be  con- 
sidered as  binding  himself  in  point  of  law  by 
such  an  act.    At  all  events,  the  circumstances 
preceding  and   attending  the  marriage    itself 

(a)  Harford  v.  Morris,  2  Consistory  ReporU,  423. 
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1820.  may  materially  tend  to  show  the  contracting 

Easter  party  was  of  unsound  mind,  and  was  so  con- 

4A  s^^oo.  sidered  and  treated  by  the  parties  enge^ed  in 

—  fraudulently  effecting  the  marriage. 

CODNTRSS  Of  ^  -^  _  -^        ^  .   y'  J 

Portsmouth       In  Tcspcct  to  Lord  Portsmouth  s  unsouncuiess 
bar*l  of     of  mind,  the  case  set  up  is  of  a  mixed  nature  — 

Portsmouth.  ^^^  absolutc  idiotcy,  but  wcakuess  of  Under- 
standing —  not  continued  insanity,  but  delusions 
and  irrationality  on  particular  subjects.  Ab- 
solute idiotcy,  or  constant  insanity,  would  have 
carried  with  them  their  own  security  and  pro- 
tection ;  for  in  either  case  the  forms  preceding, 
and  the  ceremony  itself,  could  not  have  been 
gone  through  without  exposure  and  detection — 
but  here  a  mixture  of  both,  by  no  means  un- 
common, is  set  up  —  considerable  natural  weak- 
ness, growing  at  length,  from  being  left  to  itself 
and  uncontrolled,  into  practices  so  irrational 
and  unnatural  as  in  some  instances  to  be  bor- 
dering upon  idiotcy,  and  in  others  to  be  attended 
with  actual  delusion  —  a  perversion  of  mind  — 
a  deranged  imagination  —  a  fancy  and  belief  of 
the  existence  of  things  which  no  rational  being, 
no  person  possessed  of  the  powers  of  reason 
and  judgment,  could  possibly  believe  to  exist. 

Such  being  the  species  of  case  alleged,  what 
is  the  sort  of  proofs  of  its  reality  which  are  laid 
before  the  Court  ?  The  case  is  of  that  import- 
ance that  I  should  have  been  disposed,  for  the 
satisfaction  of  the  parties  and  the  relief  of  my 
own  mind,  to  have  entered  into  the  circumstances 
minutely,  and  to  have  quoted  the  depositions 
supporting  the  several  circumstances  ;  but  the 
facts  are  so  extremely  numerous,  and  if  detailed 
at  all,  require  to  be  detailed  with  all  the  accom- 
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panying  incidents  in  order  to  see  their  just  1B28. 

effect,  while  the  evidence  is  so  very  voluminous,  easter 

that  the  attempt  would  be  almost  endless  and  4  JseMi'oo. 

impracticable.  ^   — 

An  1        /.      1  •  •     1  !•     C00NTE$8  Of 

Xo  several  01  the  most  important  articles  01  Portsmouth 
the  libel,  those  which  set  forth  the  general  state      earl  or 
of  the  diseased,   and  his  conduct  before  the  po«"mobm. 
death  of  the  first  Lady  Portsmouth,  there  are 
above  twenty  witnesses  examined ;  so  that  the 
existence  of   the    facts    generally  cannot    be 
doubted,  and  the  shades  of  difference  become 
immaterial :  to  select  the  depositions  of  parti- 
cular witnesses  would  not  be  satisfactory,   as 
the  individual  depositions  selected  might  state 
too  much  or  too  little — ^more  or  less  than  the  fair 
general  result  of  all  the  testimony. 

The  facts  themselves  in  point  of  time  hap- 
pened, some  before  the  marriage  in  question, 
others  after. — >  Those  before  the  marriage  are 
the  most  important,  especially  those  nearly  ap- 
proaching it,  and  they  are  also  the  most  nu- 
merously deposed  to ;  but  those  after  the  mar- 
riage are  not  immaterial  as  corroborative  and 
confirmatory,  and  strengthening  the  presump- 
tion and  the  proof,  of  unsoundness  existing  at 
the  marriage.     Even  the  evidence  as  to  the 
state  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  taking  the 
inquisition,  and  the  verdict  itself,  are  not  with- 
out weight,  though  nine  years  after  the  marriage. 
Applying  to  that  time  several  medical  gentle- 
men have  been  examined — persons  particularly 
skilled  in  mental  disorders — who  had  various  in- 
terviews with  the  noble  Earl,  and  they  give  a 
decided  opinion  that  he  was  of  unsound  mind. 
Upon  their  opinion,  and  also  upon  the  circum* 
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stances  which  they  mention,  it  seems  hardly  de- 
nied that  in  1 823  Lord  Portsmouth  was  unsouid ; 
and  the  explanation  attempted  is,  that  he  might 
be  in  a  state  of  excitement  by  being  hurried 
down  from  Scotland  (but  that  was  six  months 
before),  or  from  knowing  that  the  enquiry  was 
then  going  on .  However  from  the  facts  detailed 
by  the  medical  witnesses  —  from  their  opinions 
as  men  of  skill,  confirmed  by  the  finding  of 
the  jury — I  am  satisfied  that  at  the  time  of  the 
inquisition  Lord  Portsmouth  was  of  unsound 
mind :  so  far  the  Court  can  have  no  difficulty 
at  once  in  declaring  its  deliberate  conviction. 
But  some  of  the  medical  gentlemen  read  the  affi- 
davits, and  they  also  (as  I  understand  them) 
heard  the  witnesses  examined  at  the  inquisition, 
and  upon  that  evidence,  as  well  as  upon  their 
own  observation  and  judgment,  they  cany 
back  their  opinions  to  an  earlier  period  than 
the  time  of  taking  the  inquisition.  This  tes- 
timony, therefore,  is  not  without  its  weight 
and  effect,  even  retrospectively ;  but  the  Court 
must  principally  rely  upon  the  circumstances 
preceding  the  marriage  in  question,  as  spoken 
to  by  the  witnesses  produced  on  both  sides  in 
this  suit. 

Of  the  facts  bespeaking  unsoundness  of  mind, 
the  persons  examined  to  their  belief  that  Lord 
Portsmouth  was  of  "  sound  mind  and  capable  of 
"  conducting  the  ordinary  transactions  of  life," 
were  for  the  most  part  wholly  ignorant.  They 
themselves  admit  weakness  of  iutellect.  They 
almost  universally  designate  his  lordship  as  a 
weak  man.  Imbecility  is  a  matter  of  degree, 
and  the  degree  of  weakness  differs  in  the  saine 
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individual  under  different  circumstances,   and  ^828. 

according  to  the  different  habits  existing,  and  sastbk 

the  different  situations  in  which  he  is  placed,  at  4thto!i^. 

one  time  or  another  of  his  life.     When  the  me-  „    — 

.  ,       .  .  ,  CODJITESS  OF 

dical  men  give  their  opinion  that  the  mental  pohtsmodth 
deficiency  was  connate,  I  do  not  understand  eaklof 
them  to  mean  that  he  was  bom  either  an  idiot  *'«>»""«>'"*"• 
or  a  lunatic ;  but  that  his  mind  was  naturally 
and  constitutionally  defective,  and  that  its  de- 
fect was  not  occasioned  by  any  accident  or 
supervening  disease.  At  most,  whatever  may 
be  meant  by  that  expression,  its  being  con- 
nate is  only  matter  of  opinion ;  it  is  not  the 
case  set  up  in  the  libel.  Their  opinion,  how- 
ever, if  understood  in  the  manner  the  Ck>urt  has 
explained  it,  is  confirmed  by  facts,  and  by 
the  history  of  Lord  Portsmouth.  At  school  he 
was  deficient,  and  not  like  other  boys ;  he  had 
especially  that  character  of  mind  which  after- 
wards accompanied  him  through  life — timidity ; 
he  was  easily  intimidated  and  cowed ;  yet  he 
was  not  incapable  of  instruction  and  of  improve- 
ment ;  but  the  capacity  of  instruction  and  im- 
provement is  a  quality  possessed  by  a  child  at 
a  very  early  age ;  it  is  possessed  even  by  the 
brute  creation ;  they  can  be  taught,  and  can  ac- 
quire things  by  habit  and  practice  to  a  certain 
extent.  Lord  Portsmouth  had  a  very  good 
memory,  and  that  in  a  great  degree  accoimts 
for  his  receiving  instruction,  and  also  accounts 
for  the  wrong  opinion  formed  by  many  wit- 
nesses; he  could  learn  arithmetic  and  lan- 
guages ;  but  children  of  eight  or  ten  years  old 
are  often  perfect  in  the  first  rules  of  arithmetic, 
and  make  considerable  progress  in  acquiring 
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Court  has  nothing  to  do.  The  unsoundness  of 
his  mind  might  not  at  that  time  haye  grown  to 
the  extent  which  would  render  such  a  marriage, 
bad  under  the  protection  and  with  the  concur- 
rence of  his  family,  intalid ;  nor  is  it  in  ques- 
tion, so  as  to  call  for  the  expression  of  any  opi- 
nion by  the  Court,  either  as  to  the  propriety  or 
the  validity  of  that  marriage.  Under  the  ma- 
ternal care  of  a  wife  nearly  50,  a  kind,  prudent, 
discreet  lady,  Lord  Portsmouth  might  still  further 
acquire  the  habit  of  conducting  himself  in  society 
m  the  manner  described ;  his  property,  put  out 
of  his  own  power,  was  in  the  hands  of  trustees ; 
he  had  by  this  settlement  constituted  them,  as 
it  were,  the  committees  of  his  estates;  his 
domestic  concerns  were  all  in  the  management 
of  his  wife;  she  took  not  only  the  superin- 
tendence, but  the  entire  control  of  every  thing 
domestic;  she  acted  as  the  committee  of  his 
person. 

That  in  1802,  upon  receiving  a  threatening 
letter  of  a  most  infamous  kind,  from  a  person  of 
the  name  of  Seilaz,  whom  it  was  judged  neces- 
sary to  prosecute,  he  should  be  able  to  give 
CTidence  in  a  court  of  justice,  is  no  conclusive 
proof  of  any  great  extent  of  capacity,  even  at 
that  time ;  it  was  a  simple  fact  he  had  to  prove, 
requiring  little,  if  any  thing,  more  than  memory ; 
nor  does  it  appear  that  his  cross-examination 
could  require  more  than  recollection  of  facts — 
not  any  considerable  exercise  of  the  under- 
standing, and  of  the  reasoning  powers  of  the 
mind ;  yet  even  so  early  as  that— in  1802 — it  was 
a.matter  of  surprize  and  of  subsequent  talk,  that 
he  did  so  wdl ;  so  that  the  previous  impressions 
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1828.       and  public  notoriety  were  very  unfavourable  to 


bastbr  his  understanding. 

4Ui''i^iri«i.  This  examination  is  perhaps  the  strongest 

Countess  op  ^^^*  ^^  support  of  his  Capacity ;   for  his  beha-- 

PoRTSMocTH  viour  at  parties,  his  receiving  and  paying  visits. 

Earl  OF  his  making  a  few  observations  on  the  state  of 

PoRTSMooTH.  ^.j^^  wcathcr,  or  on  horses  or  farming,  his  going 

to  public  meetings,  races,  and  county  balls, 
are  not  incompatible  with  great  imbecility  of 
mind ;  still  less  are  they  incompatible  with  the 
existence  of  certain  mental  delusions  and  irra- 
tional fancies  and  practices  when  freed  from  ob- 
servation and  control.  Under  the  restraint  pro- 
duced by  the  presence  of  formal  company — 
under  a  sense  of  being  observed — a  person 
labouring  under  considerable  imbecility,  and 
some  delusions,  will  pass  as  possessing  a  certain 
degree  of  understanding ;  much  more  than  the 
individuals  of  the  company  would  give  Lord 
Portsmouth  credit  for,  if  they  knew  his  condi- 
tion when  not  so  restrained :  it  is  just  in  the 
same  manner  that  a  child  in  the  presence  of 
company  will  appear  very  different  from  his 
character  when  at  play  and  unrestrained  ;  but 
the  conduct  of  such  a  person  will  more  espe- 
cially show  itself  to  advantage  when  the  super- 
intendant  is  present  to  watch  and  to  manage 
him,  and  by  a  nod  or  a  look  keep  him  within 
proper  bounds,  and  prevent  his  exposing  him- 
self and  his  infirmities  of  mind. 

Under  these  considerations,  the  great  mass  of 
evidence  produced  to  the  general  conduct  and 
deportment  of  Lord  Portsmouth,  and  the  opi- 
nion of  his  capacity  formed  by  the  witnesses, 
weigh  but  little  against  the  facts  proved  as  to 
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V. 

Bar  I.  OF 

PORTfMODTR. 


his  behaviour  when    under  no  restraint.      It       1B28. 
should,  indeed,  seem,  that  the  more  properly      easter 
Lord  Portsmouth  was  able  to  conduct  himself    ^i^i^ioa. 
imder  restraints  and  checks,  the  more  strongly   ^   — 

'-'  •^      ConnTEss  of 

do  the  acts  of  which  he  was  guilty  at  other  Portsmouth 
times,  when  left  to  follow  his  own  inclinations, 
wear  the  aspect  of  derangement  rather  than  of 
imbecility.  Unsoundness  of  mind  does  not  show 
itself  upon  all  occasions ;  nay,  it  can  often  only 
be  discovered  by  probing  and  close  examina- 
tion—  sometimes  even  requiring  the  clue  or  key 
tliat  will  lead  to  its  detection.  He  knew  he 
was  a  peer  of  the  realm,  and  had  learnt  some 
of  the  rights  and  duties  that  belong  to  that  high 
station ;  but  he  either  was  so  weak  or  so  de-^ 
langed,  that  he  was  wholly  ignorant  of  what  he 
owed  to  himself  and  to  his  rank ;  as  wiir  appear 
by  the  facts  to  which  the  Court  will  very  briefly 
refer. 

What  are  some  of  the  facts  proved  ?  I  forbear, 
for  reasons  already  assigned,  to  enumerate  them 
with  the  details  connected  with  them,  as  that 
would  lead  to  much  lengthy  and  they  have  been 
in  a  considerable  degree  stated  by  counsel. 

Grace  Lady  Portsmouth  treated  him  with 
great  kindness  and  indulgence,  and  it  is  not  im- 
probable that  such  indulgence  might  lead  to 
the  more  complete  perversion  of  his  mind.  If  he 
had  been  kept  under  more  restraint,  he  might 
have  continued  only  a  weak  man,  instead  of 
becoming  deluded  and  unsound ;  but  what  is 
his  conduct  ? 

His  servants  were  his  playfellows  in  town  and 
country ;  he  played  all  sorts  of  tricks  with  them ; 
more  particularly  in  the  country,  where  he  was 
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1028.      less  under  obsenration,  where  he  found  addi* 
Easter      tioual  playmates    in    his   farm    servants   and 

Aihl^im.    Icthourers,    and   where    he  was  less  liable  to 

Co  —        notice. 

poRTiiioura       He  was  fond  of  driving  a  team,   and  Lady 
Earl  OP     Portsmouth  SO  far  indulged  him  as  to  have  a 

PoiTtMouTit.  team  of  horses  kept  for  his  amusement  as  a  toy 
and  a  plaything,  with  which  he  carted  dung  and 
timber  and  hay;  yet  he  used  to  flog  these 
horses  most  unmercifully,  and  often  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  produce  danger  to  his  own  person. 
As  further  proofs  of  his  unsoundness  of  mind 
may  be  added  his  propensity  for  bell-ringing, 
not  as  sometimes  young  men  will  do  for  exer- 
cise, but  to  share  the  money;  this  too  by  a 
nobleman  of  40,  at  his  own  parish  church,  and 
near  his  own  residence :  his  fancy  respecting 
funerals,  and  his  conduct  and  all  the  circum* 
stances  connected  with  that  fancy :  the  slau^* 
tering  of  cattle  and  the  incidents  attending  that 
whim.  Another  trait  is — his  pleasurein  malicioun 
cruelty  to  man  and  beast ;  never  expressing  any 
regret — but  "  serves  him  right,"  was  his  usual 
remark  upon  his  own  acts  of  cruelty.  I  allude 
only  to  these  facts  very  generally,  but  to  state 
them  with  the  force  and  effect  they  have  upon  my 
judgment,  would  require  a  detail  of  the  minuter 
circumstances  connected  with  each  of  them. 

A  still  more  decided  delusion  of  mind  is  that 
relating  to  lancets,   and  tapes,  and  basins  in 
women's  pockets ;  the  particulars  of  which,  for- 
the  same,  and  even  for  additional  reasons,  I  d<» 
not  enumerate.     The  fact  is  proved  beyond  art 
question  ;  it  was  a  delusion  that  continued  even 
to  the  time  of  the  inquisition.     Dr.  Ainslie  ad- 
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mits  that  '^  such  a  propensity  is  not  consistent       is^B. 
'*  with  a  perfectly  sound  mind."    What  the  dis-      eastbr 
tinction  is  between  a  mind  not  perfectly  sound,    4tii^riMi. 
and  an  unsound  mind,  is  not  explained  by  the  ^  — 
Witness ;  nor  what  is  the  state  of  the  capacity  of  portimoittii 
a  man  who,  when  between  40  and  50,   twice      bail  or 
married,  and  living  in  society,  supposes  that  the  ^«>»wiowt«. 
gestation  of  a  woman  could  be  fifteen  months ; 
nor  of  one  who  admits  that  he  knew  another 
man  was  in  bed  with  his  wife — that  he  remon- 
strated, but   ''  they  never  took  any  notice  of 
9ie" — and  who  does  not  resent  this,  nor  take 
toy  steps  for  relief,  because  the  man  was  ''  too 
strong"  for  him.      These  and   other  circum- 
stances, admitted  on  the  interrogatories  by  this 
witness,  occasion  his  evidence  to  produce  no 
alteration  in  my  opmion,  respectmg  the  bearmg 
of  the  facts  before  the  marriage  spoken  to  by  the 
other  witnesses ;  and  the  evidence  of  Swait,  the 
bailifi*,  who  is  brought  forward  to  contradict  the 
fiicts,  and  to  prove  the  correctness  and  propriety 
rf  Lord  Portsmouth's  conduct  is  equally  nuga- 
tory:   for  this  witness,  on  the  interrogatories, 
admits— 

*'  That  he  did  sometimes  control  the  noble 
£arl,"  that  ''  when  he  was  running  a  little  con- 
"  trary,  he  threatened  to  tell  Dr.  Garnet  of  him." 
''  Respondent  has  sometimes  wrested  a  whip 
''  out  of  Lord  Portsmouth's  hand,  when  my  Lord 
''  in  play  has  cut  him  across  the  legs." 

What  a  picture  is  this  of  the  noble  Eari,  from 
a  witness  produced  to  prove  his  capacity  and 
soundness  of  mind !    A  nobleman  of  40,  Hogg- 
ing an  old  bailiff  of  60  for  his  amusement,  and  . 
in  play  cutting  him  across  the  legs !  the  bailiff 
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1828.  not  submitting  nor  quitting  his  service,  but  hy 

Easter  foTce  wrestiug  the  whip  out  of  his  hands !  and 

ith^'twSim  ^^  nobleman  in  his  turn  submitting  to  this  in- 

^    —  dignity  and  forcible  control ! 

Countess  of        "       •^  — . 

Portsmouth       I  dwell  too  loug  ou  thesc  circumstauces.     In 
eae'l  op      1808,  —  whether  Lord  Portsmouth,  perhaps  fram 

Portsmouth.  ^^^^  indulgence  and  loosc  givcu  to  his  fancies, 
became  less  manageable,  as  a  froward  boy  does, 
or  whether  Lady  Portsmouth,  from  her  ad-* 
vanced  time  of  life,  approaching  60,  grew  less 
equal  to  the  task,— Mr.  Coombe,  a  medical  gen- 
tleman, was  taken  into  the  family  to  assist  in 
superintending  the  noble  Earl.  That  gentle- 
man soon  acquired  an  ascendancy,  by  pret^id- 
ing  to  quarrel  with  him,  and  threatening  to  de^ 
mand  satisfaction  as  a  gentleman.  This  of 
course  had  the  effect  of  reducing  Lord  Ported 
mouth  to  passive  obedience ;  generally  at  least, 
for  on  two  or  three  occasions  passion  got  the 
better  of  timidity.  From  that  time  Coombe's 
presence  alone  was  sufficient  to  check  him,  whe- 
ther at  play  with  the  labourers,  or  whatever 
irrational  fancy  he  might  be  pursuing.  Mr« 
Coombe's  attendance  continued  three  years,  till 
1811,  when  he  left,  not  because  Lord  Portsmouth 
had  recovered,  but  because  Coombe's  private 
concerns  required  his  attention.  It  may  be  pro- 
per to  repeat  that  a  feature  in  the  character  o^ 
Lord  Portsmouth,  which  accompanied  him  all 
through  life  was,  that  he  was  easily  intimidated 
and  controlled.  This  character  usually  marks 
and  accompanies  unsoundness  of  mind,  whether 
it  be  imbecility  or  derangement,  or  a  mixture  df 
both :  if  a  servant  resisted  him,  he  submitted 
and  desisted ;  if  a  threat  was  held  out  to  tell 
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Lady  Portsmouth,  or  Dr.  Garnet,  or  Mr.  Coombe ,  1828. 

it  produced  the  same  effect,  and  among  others  ea^tf.k 

(it  is  not  immaterial)  the  threat  to  tell  Mr.  Han-  4iJswriin. 

son  occasioned  the  same  result.    Mr.  Hanson's  ^   — 

,  .  COUNTBSS    OK 

mfluence  and  ascendancy  over  him,  as  one  of  pobtsmooth 
the  trustees  —  the  acting  trustee    indeed  —  is      eablop 

fully  established.  Portsmouth. 

In  November,  1813,  Lady  Portsmouth  died. 
Lord  Portsmouth's  conduct  was  of  that  incon- 
sistent character  which  distinguishes  persons  of 
such  a  mind :  at  the  funeral  he  behaved  as  at 
other  "black  jobs,"  as  he  termed  them  —  one 
moment  overcome  with  grief,  the  next,  merry 
again.  He  talked  of  a  Miss  De  Visme  as  the 
object  he  was  very  anxious  to  engage — Miss 
Hudson,  he  said,  was  also  syggested  to  him, 
bat  she  was  too  old.  The  trustees  thought  it 
prudent  to  send  him  down  to  Hurtsboume,  at- 
tended by  Coombe.  Another  wife  was  the  string 
of  his  disorder,  but  Miss  Hanson  was  never 
proposed  by  him  as  the  object  of  his  choice. 

On  the  28th  of  February,  1814,  Coombe  thought 
it  prudent  to  bring  him  to  London,  and  to  de- 
liver him  up  to  his  trustees,  Hanson  being  one, 
and  then  in  town  —  that  day  week  he  was 
married  to  the  daughter  of  Mr.  Hanson !  — 
Hanson — the  confidential  solicitor  of  the  family — 
one  of  the  trastees — ^who  had  a  great  ascend- 
ancy over  him  —  who  owed  him  every  possible 
protection — married  him  to  one  of  his  daughters ! 
It  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  jealousy  with  which 
the  law  looks  at  all  transactions  between  par- 
ties standing  in  these  relations  to  each  other. 

I  will  not  enter  into  the  particulars  of  the 
transaction  —  the  whole  of  it  will  bear  but  one 

c  c 
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1828.  interpretation ! — every  part  is  the  act  of  the 

Easter  Hansons !  —  Lord   Portsmouth   is  a  mere  in- 

jihs^Mbn.  strument  in    their    hands  to  go  through    the 

^    —  necessary  forms !  —  the  settlement  is  begun  in 

Countess  OF  •    i      -,  /•  -r        i    -n  i  » 

Portsmouth    forty-cight  houTS  after  Lord  Portsmouth  s  ar- 
earlop      rival  in  London! — the  contents  of  that  settle- 

Portsmouth,  ^leut — the  mode  in  which  it  is  prepared — the  *" 
concealment  of  the  whole  from  the  friends  and 
the  otlier  trustees  who  were  in  town,  some  in 
the  same  house  with  Lord  Portsmouth — all 
these  particulars  bear  the  same  character.  The 
necessary  forms  are  gone  through,  but  in  sup- 
port of  these  mere  forms,  not  a  witness  is  jwo- 
duced  to  show  that  this  nobleman  was  conduct- 
ing himself  as  a  man,  understanding  what  he 
was  doing,  or  capable  of  judging,  or  acting  as  a 
free  and  intelligent  agent :  — nothing  tending  to 
show  that  he  was  a  person  of  sound  mind — 
nothing  in  his  conduct  inconsistent  with  un- 
soundness of  mind — every  circumstance  con- 
spires to  prove  that  he  was  the  mere  puppet  of 
the  Hanson  family,  and  that  the  celebration  of 
this  marriage  was  brought  about  by  a  con- 
spiracy among  them,  to  circumvent  Lord  Ports- 
mouth— over  whom  they,  and  particularly  the 
father,  had  a  complete  ascendancy  and  controui, 
so  as  to  destroy  all  free  agency  and  rational  con- 
sent on  his  Lordship's  part  to  this  marriage. 

A  marriage  so  had  wants  the  essential  ingre- 
dient to  render  the  contract  valid — the  consenfc. 
of  a  free  and  rational  agent.  The  marriage  itsel 
and  the  circumstances  immediately  connected 
with  it  do  not  tend  to  establish  restored  sanity  ; 
it   was   neither   "  a  rational   act,"   nor  was  it 
"  rationally  done" — the  whole  "  sounds  to  folly ''^ 
and  negatives  sanity  of  mind.     The  Hansons,. 
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in  the  mode  of  planning  and  conducting  the       i^^- 
transaction,  show  that  they  treated  and  consi-      e aster 
dered  Lord  Portsmouth,  as  a  person  of  unsound    4tJ»^lioo 
mind— and  Lord  Portsmouth,  in  submitting,  ac-   ^ouii^sor 
quiescing,  and  not  resistmg,  confirms  his  own   Portsmouth 
incompetency.     Even  if  no  actual  unsoundness     earl  of 
of  mind,  strictly  so  called — if  no  insane  derange-  p®*"*'^''™- 
ment  had  existed — if  only  weakness  of  mind — 
and  all  admit  he  was  weak — ^yet  considering  the 
passiveness  and  timidity  of  his  character  on  the 
one  hand — the  influence  and  relation  of  Hanson, 
his  trustee,  on  the  other  —  and  the  clandestinity 
and  other  marks  of  fraud,  which  accompanied 
the  whole  transaction  —  I  am  by  no  means  pre- 
pared to  say,  that,  without  actual  derangement 
in  the  strict  sense,  the  marriage  would  not  be 
invalid — but,  in  my  judgment,  Lord  Portsmoutli 
was  of  unsound  mind,  as  well  as  circumvented 
by  fraud. 

As  this  is  the  great  fact  which  the  Court  has 
to  decide,  it  seems  unnecessary  to  pursue  the 
subsequent  history.     The  Court  gladly  relieves 
itself  from  going  through  the  disgusting  parti- 
culars of  the  treatment  which  this  unfortunate 
nobleman  afterwards  experienced  from  the  pre- 
tended wife,  and  her  family  and  associates — for- 
bearance, in  this  respect,  is  for  their  advantage; — 
yet  the  subsequent  treatment  corroborates,  and 
is  confirmatory  of,  the  former  condition  of  Lord 
Portsmouth — no  change  in  his  mind  and  cha- 
racter is  suggested  to  have  taken  place  after,  the 
marriage — no  supervening  malady  producing  de- 
rangement of  mind — he  continued  just  the  same 
man  as  before  the  marriage  in  mental  condition, 
though  treated  in  a  manner  very  different  from 

the  kindness  of  the  first  wife 
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the  costs  which  have  been  incurred  on  her  behalf. 
A  contrary  decision  would  lead,  in  all  cases  of 
this  description,  to  the  necessity  of  strictly  en- 
forcing a  taxation  de  die  in  diem  during  the  suit. 
In  this  instance  the  costs  are  trifling,  and,  at 
any  rate,  must  be  taxed. 
Per  Curiam. 

At  whose  suit  is  the  Court  to  tax  the  costs  ? 

LtLshington. — At  the  petition  of  the  Proctor; 
and  when  his  bill  has  been  taxed,  a  monition  will 
issue  in  the  usual  form  for  payment  to  the 
Proctor  or  his  party. 

Phillimore  contr^. — By  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Cheale  the  cause  has  abated,  and  the  authority 
of  her  Proctor  ceased.  A  proxy  is  only  a  per- 
sonal appointment — "  ad  comparendum^  et  ad 
"  agendum  omnia  qu€e  ipse  aliens  ageret  si  prce- 
*'  sens  per sonatiter  esset.''  (a) 
Per  Curiam. 

The  object  of  the  law  in  permitting  a  de  die  in 
diem  taxation  was  to  obviate  any  inconvenience 
or  delay  that  might  otherwise  arise,  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  cause,  from  the  wife's  want  of  funds 
to  meet  the  costs.  Here  the  Proctor  forbore  at 
the  proper  time  to  procure  such  taxation ;  and 
the  Court  cannot  now  assist  him.  His  appoint- 
ment is  extinct.  No  precedent  has  been  fur- 
nished me  of  a  Proctor  suing  a  husband  in 
these  Courts  for  costs :  he  may,  perhaps,  have 
a  remedy  at  common  law,  and  if  it  is  wished,  the 
Court  will  direct  his  costs  to  be  taxed  in  order 
to  ascertain  their  amount.  I  must  decline  to 
make  the  decree  prayed  in  this  case. 

Application  rejected. 


1828. 

Easter 
Term,  * 
4tb  Sesiion. 

Chbalb 

V. 
CBBAI.E. 


(a)  Oughton,  tit  48.  s.  1. 


376 


CA»£S    DETKRMfNED    IN    THE 


PREROGATrVE  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 


1828. 

»  ■ 

Easter 

Term, 
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IN    THE    GOODS    OF    JAMES    GIBBS. 


On  Motion, 


Where  minors 
are  concerned » 
probate  in  com- 
mon form  can- 
not be  granted 
of  a  mere  me- 
morandnm  of 
donbtfol  oon- 
straction,  on 
a£Sdavits  show- 
ing that  the  de- 
ceased intended 
to  increase  the 
benefit  to  certain 
legatees  under  a 
formal  will,  and 
was  prevented 
by  death  from 
giving  his  soli- 
citor instrac- 
tiopH  to  that  ef- 
fecl. 


James  Gibbs  died  on  the  3rd  of  March^  1828* 
He  left  a  widow  and  seven  children— minors — 
four  daughters  and  three  sons.  By  his  will, 
dated  the  17th  of  February,  1825,  and  duly  exe- 
cuted, he  appointed  his  wife,  (during  widowhood) 
Samuel  Pickering,  and  Thomas  Gray,  execu- 
tors ;  and,  after  providing  for  the  management 
of  his  business,  and  bequeathing  legacies  to 
his  wife  and  three  sons,  he  gave  to  each  of  his 
daughters  1000/.  3  per  cent  reduced  annuities, 
absolutely,  and  1500/.  of  the  like  stock  for  life 
— afterwards  to  their  children ;  and  the  residue 
equally  between  all  his  children  who  should 
attain  21  ;  the  daughters'  shares  to  them  for  life, 
and  then  to  their  respective  children.  The  per- 
sonal property  amounted  to  about  25,000/.  From 
an  affidavit,  it  appeared,  that  the  testator,  during 
the  last  three  months  of  his  life,  had  frequently 
expressed  to  his  executors,  and  to  his  eldest  son, 
that  he  intended  to  alter  his  will  and  leave  hii^ 
daughters  more  property,  in  consequence  of  his 
eldest  child,  Mrs.  Robinson,  having  died  without 
issue;    that  on  the  2 1st  of  February  last,   he 
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wrote  in  the  presence  of  his  wife  a  memorandum       ib26. 
as  follows :  —  e^eI 

Term. 
1st  SesfioD. 

"  Martha  Eliza Cate Sofia,  3R.  1300— 10003J,        — 
"  if  James  settles  and  occopys  the  frunt  house        of 

"  he  must  alow  his  brother  Thomas  50/.  a  year  '*""  *"""'' 
"  for  that" 

« 

The  affidavit  then  stated,  that  he  put  this 
paper  into  his  pocket-book,  and  both  at  that 
time,  and  on  subsequent  days,  declared  his  in- 
tention of  making  an  addition  to  his  daughters' 
l^acies ;  that  on  the  2nd  of  March  he  expressed 
himself  to  that  effect  to  his  Solicitor,  and  ap- 
pointed to  attend,  at  his  office,  for  that  purpose 
on  the  following  morning,  but  was  prevented  by 
sudden  death. 

The  memorandum  was  found  after  the  testa- 
tor's death  in  his  pocket-book  ;  and  Lushington 
now  moved  for  probate  of  it,  to  issue  in  common 
form  to  his  executors,  as  a  codicil. 

Per  Curiam. 
There  are  not  sufficient  grounds  laid  to  enable 
the  Court  to  grant  probate  of  this  paper.  The 
original  will  is  a  long  instrument,  carefully  pre- 
pared, and  the  disposition  seems  to  have  been 
maturely  considered.  The  present  paper  was 
written  as  a  mere  memorandum,  not  as  embody- 
ing the  deceased's  final  intention.  His  object, 
as  the  affidavit  tends  to  show,  was  to  give  a 
larger  portion  to  his  daughters ;  but  the  construc- 
tion of  the  paper  is  obscure,  whether  the  sum 
mentioned  was  to  be  an  addition  to,  or  substitu- 
tion for,  the  benefit  under  the  will ;  whether  it 
was  proposed  to  hi*  given  to  them,  absolutely,  or 
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for  life,  and  then  to  their  children.  I  shoiild 
feel  considerable  difficulty  in  granting  probate 
of  this  instrument  even  on  a  proxy  of  consent ; 
but  as  on  the  present  occasion  the  interest  of 
minors  will  be  affected,  I  am  decidedly  of  opi- 
nion that  the  facts  stated  are  insufficient  to  jus- 
tify the  Court  in  acceding  to  this  motion. 

Motion  reftised. 


IN    THE    GOODS    OF    RICHARD    MORESBY. 


On  Motion. 


The  deceased, 
supposing  bis 
will  ippointing 
his  wife  sole  ex- 
ooQtrix  sod  Qoi- 
▼erss]  legatee 
for  Kfe  to  be 
lost,  made  in 
Pern  a  nanoupa- 
tiTe  will,  (not  in 
conformitj  with 
the  statute  of 
fraadu,;  with  a 
general  revoca- 
lorj  olaaHe.  and 
appointing  two 
executors  and 
his  wife  univer- 
sal legatee  abso- 
latelj.    The 
executors  re- 
Doanced,  and 
she  took  probate 
of  that  will  in 
Peru.    The  for- 
mer will  being 
foand  (of  which 
fact  he  wag  ig- 
Dorant  at  the 
tinrie  of  bis 
death),  probate 
thereof,  at  the 
wife's  prater, 
granted  to  her. 


This  was  an  application  from  the  widow  of 
Lieutenant  Moresby,  R.  N.  that  probate  of  his 
will,  dated  on  tlie  25th  of  January,  1821,  mig^t 
be  granted  to  her  as  sole  executrix ;  and  in  sup- 
port of  her  application  she  made  the  following 
affidavit :  — 

"  That  she  was  the  relict  of  the  deceased, 

*  sole  executrix,  and  universal  legatee  for  life 
'  named  in  his  will  duly  executed  and  dated  the 
'  26th  of  January,  1821 ;  that  shortly  after  this 

*  period  the  deceased  left  England,  in  the 
'  command  of  a  private  merchant  vessel,  tak- 
'  ing  with  him  tliis  will,  and  proceeded  with  his 
'  wife  to  Peru ;  that  after  their  arrival,  they  resided 

*  principally  on  board ;  but  that  during  a  tern- 
'  porary  absence  of  Lieutenant  Moresby,   the 

*  vessel  with  all  his  effects  and  papers,  including 
'  his  will,  was  captured  by  Pirates,  but  was  soon 
'  afterwards  retaken  :    that  on  the  occasion  of 
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"  such  capture,  the  deceased  lost  several  papers       J  828. 
"  of  consequence,  and  expressed  his  firm  belief  to      easter 
"  his  wife  that  his  will  had  then  been  destroyed.    iJl^^„ 
"  That  the  deceased,  as  she  has  been  informed,        — 
"  and  verily  believes,  whilst  at  the  city  of  Bo-   of  richar^ 
"  livar,  was  attacked  with  the  illness  of  which    ^^*"'^^- 
"  he  died ;  that  on  the  1 3th  day  of  February, 
**  1827,  the  day  before  his  death,  being  incapable 
"  of  writing,  and  fearing  he  might  die  intestate, 
"  he  sent  for  a  notary,  in  whose  presence,  and 
**  that  of  four  other  witnesses,  he  made  a  nun- 
*•  cupative  will  by  declaring,  that  in  contempla- 
'*  tion  of  his  death,  he  nominated  and  appointed 
•*  two  executors  —  both  resident  in  the  city  of 
*•  Bolivar — and  his  wife  sole  heiress,  and  re- 
*•  voked  all  his  other  testamentary  dispositions ; 
•*  but  that  the  said  will  was  not  reduced  into 
•'  writing  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased."    Mrs. 
Moresby  fiirther  made  oath,   "  that,  upon  the 
**  renunciation  of  the  two  executors  in  the  proper 
**  Court  at  Lima,  she  there  duly  proved  the  nun- 
"  cupative  will,  and  administered  the  effects  in 
"  Peru ;  and  that  shortly  before  the  deceased's 
"  death,  and,  as  she  verily  believes,  while  he 
"  was   at  Bolivar  in  his  last  illness,  she  dis- 
**  covered  among  his  papers  on  board,  the  will, 
"  dated  26th  January,  1821,  but  that  he  died  in 
"  ignorance  of  that  circumstance."    The  affidavit 
further  stated,  that  both  the  executors  were  re- 
sident in  the  city  of  Bolivar,  or  some  other  part 
of  Peru,  of  which  one  was  a  native. 

The  only  property  of  the  deceased  in  this 
country  consisted  of  about  500/.  due  for  arrears 
of  half  pay. 


'^ 
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18*28.  Lv.shington.     The  question  is,  whether  a  nun- 

^^^TteiT     cupative  will  made  and  proved  in  Peru  super- 
Term,       sedes  a  prior  will  written  and  executed  in  this 
—        country — whether  the  statute  of  frauds  (a)  does 
'Sf'rujhard*  or  does  not  aflFect  such  a  case.     The  widow,  in 
Moresby,     asking  probate  of  the  will  of  1821,  waives  an  in- 
terest which  she  would  take  under  the  will  of 
1827 — in  the  former,  she  has  but  a  life  interest 
r— in  the  latter,  she  is  absolute  universal  legatee. 

Per  Curiam. 
It  is  not  necessary  here  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion (upon  which  there  may  be  some  doubt) 
whether  the  statute  of  frauds  would  apply  to 
the  nuncupative  will  made  in  Peru.  Both  wills 
contain  nearly  the  same  disposition,  and  give 
the  whole  property  to  the  wife;  the  latter, 
absolutely :  the  former,  of  which  she  is  content 
to  take  probate, — for  life  only.  It  appears 
that  the  deceased  did  not  intend  to  revoke  the 
will  of  1821,  but  supposing  it  to  be  lost,  and 
being  unwilling  to  die  intestate,  he  made  the 
nuncupative  will.  As,  however,  the  former  has 
been  recovered,  there  is  no  objection  to  probate 
thereof  being  granted  to  the  widow  and  univer- 
sal legatee  for  life. 

Motion  granted. 

(a)  29  Car.  II.  c.  3.  s.  22. 
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IN    THE    GOODS    OF    JOHN    EWING.  1828. 


Easter 
Term. 


On    Motion.  lit  Session 


Haggard  moved,  on  the  affidavit  of  the .  AdnioistraUoii 
Reverend  William  Ewing,  to  the  following  SHJ^^STI' 
eflfect.  '"  ^^  ^'"^  '**' 

dies>  decreed  to 
the  aoole  ret  1- 
jr>        /^  deot  in  Irelaod, 

i:'er  lyurtam.  be  giving  foil 

The  deceased  was  a  Major  in  the  Madras  jujjf^^gjnd- 
regiment  of  Infantry :  he  died  intestate,  and  has  father,  to  whom 
left  three  children  who  are  minors — all  resident  thegmntwonid 
in  the  East  Indies ;  and  the  Uncle,  (the  Reverend  b^i'^lpJI!!?. 
Mr.  Ewing)  who  lives  in  Ireland,  is  desirous  of  °J,fd*|.;""^  ^jjj^. 
l>eing  nominated  guardian  to  take  out  adminis-  'and- 
tration  for  their  use  and  benefit.    The  next  of 
kin,  whom  the  Court  usually  appoints,  is  the 
Orandfather ;  but  he  is  superannuated  -  being 
€3ighty  years  old ;  he  is  also  resident  in  Ireland  : 
it  would  then  be  extremely  inconvenient  to  ap- 
point him,  since  he  would  hardly  live  till  the 
minors  were  of  age.    The  Uncle  states  the  pro- 
perty to  be  in  the  hands  of  an  agent,  and  under 
£00/. ;  and  that  he  is  willing  to  collect  and  in- 
vest it.    He  will  give  full  justifying  security  so 
that  the  interests  of  the  minors  may  be  protected. 
AVith  this  precaution,  and  under  the  special  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  the  Court  will,  I  think, 
exercise  a  proper  discretion  in  granting  this  ap- 
plication. 

Motion  granted. 
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lo  decreeing 
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oompetent  ja- 


LAKPENT  V.   SINDRY, 


On  Motion. 


thUiMtMce, 
the  Coort  of 
Soprene  Jndi- 
oataro  at  Fort 
WiUiam,  Ben- 


Thomas  Barnes,  of  the  H.  £.  I.  Company's 
civil  service^  died  in  May,  1826,  in  India.  He 
left  two  testamentary  papers — written  with,  his 
own  hand — bearing  date  respectively  the  12tb 
of  April,  1825,  and  the  6th  of  May,  1826— both 
beginning  in  the  same  formal  manner,  and  both 
disposing  of  the  whole  of  his  property,  thou^ 
differently.  By  the  first  will,  which  was  duly 
executed,  he  appointed  five  executors ;  but  by 
the  second,  no  executor  was  named,  though  it 
contained  this  sentence—''  which  sum  the  eze- 
'' cutors  thereinafter  mentioned;''  andthepapw 
tlius  concluded — ''  I  feel  too  fatigued  tp  write 
"  more."  This  paper  bequeathed  the  residue  to 
the  deceased's  natural  son —  a  minor — who  was, 
in  December,  1824,  consigned  to  this  country 
for  his  education  :  the  paper  was  subscribed,  but 
not  witnessed. 

Of  both  these  instruments  probate  had  heext 
granted,  as  the  will  and  codicil  of  the  deceased, 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  at  Fort 
William,  in  Bengal,  to  John  Palmer,  Esq.  one 
of  the  executors  in  the  will  of  1825,  with  the 
ordinary  power  reserved.  Of  the  other  executors, 
three  were  willing  to  renounce ;  and  a  decree 
had  been  served,  in  the  usual  manner,  on  the 
remaining  executor,  Mr.  Sindry,  who  was  resi- 
dent at  Bombay. 
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An  exemplification  of  the  probate  in  India 
having  been  transmitted  to  this  country,  Lush- 
ington  moved  for  administration  with  the  exem- 
plified copy  of  the  two  papers  annexed,  as  the 
will  and  codicil  of  the  deceased,  to  be  granted 
to  Mr.  Larpent,  partner  in  the  house  of  Cock- 
erel and  Co.,  the  attornies  of  John  Palmer  the 
executor. 

The  property  within  the  province  of  Canter- 
bury nearly  amounted  to  2000/. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  form  of  the  grant  in  India  is  not  exactly 
according  to  our  practice.  Here  the  two  papers 
would  have  been  proved  as  together  containing 
the  will  of  the  deceased  :  but  the  Court  in  India, 
which,  as  the  deceased  died  domiciled  there,  is 
the  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  has  consi- 
dered them  as  a  will  and  codicil,  and  this  Court 
18  perhaps  boimd  to  follow  it.  The  question 
how  far  this  and  other  Courts  of  probate  are  to 
be  governed  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate where  the  deceased  was  domiciled,  has 
never  been  expressly  determined,  but  I  certainly 
should  not  feel  inclined  to  depart  from  what  has 
been  the  general  practice,  unless  a  strong  case 
of  inconvenience  were  brought  under  my  consi- 
deration. I  have,  on  the  present  occasion,  the 
leas  difficulty  in  following  the  Indian  grant,  be- 
cause I  am  not  aware  that  there  will  be  much 
difference  in  the  ultimate  result,  whichever  way 
the  decree  passes. 

Let  the  administration  with  the  exemplified 
copies  of  the  two  papers  pass  as  prayed. 

Motion  granted. 
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titude  of  facts  —  important  in  value,  and  as  it 
affects  character.  There  were  also  other  suitS' 
occupying  fully  the  time  of  the  C!ourt  in  an 
unusual  degree  up  to  the  Caveat  day  ;  so  that 
it  was  a  matter  of  Justice  to  all  the  parties,  that, 
the  C!ourt  should  take  time  to  deliberate  and  to 
revise  the  evidence  and  arguments. 

For  the  Sister  it  was  argued — that  the  dispo- 
sition was  in  favour  of  a  stranger  in  blood, — that 
the  parties  interested  were  active  in  obtainii^^ 
the  instruments,  —  that  the  will  was  prepared 
from  instructions  conveyed  by  the  father  of  the 
executor  —  the  codicil  by  the  executor  himself 
-    that  these  persons  were  the  attomies  and 
agents  of  the  deceased, — ^that  the  presumptian 
of  law  was  against  the  act, — that  the  law  though 
not  positively  invalidating,  yet  required  the  clear- 
est proof  of  unbiassed  intention  and  full  under-. 
standing  of  the  nature  and  effect  of,  such  instru- 
ments,— that    the   capacity   of   the    deceased,' 
though  not  intestable,  yet  was  weak,  and  liable 
to  circumvention  and  imposition, — that  the  evi- 
dence of  the  factum  did  not  clear  up  these  diffi- 
culties, and  was  insufficient  to  support  the  tes- 
tamentary papers, — lastly,  that  there  were  such 
marks  of  fraudulent  conduct  in  the  executor  as 
called  for  his  condemnation  in  costs. 

For  the  Executor : — that  though  by  the  prin- 
ciple of  law,  where  parties  interested  were  active 
in  the  framing  of  the  testamentary  instrument, 
and  stood  in  a  particular  relation  to  the  testator, 
a  greater  degree  of  vigilance  was  required  in  in- 
vestigating the  transaction,  yet  that  this  case 
would  fully  satisfy  the  most  jealous  examina- 
tion,— that  the  deceased  was  not  a  person  of 
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doubtful  but  of  perfect  capacity, — that  no  cir- 
cumstaDce  of  fraud  attached  upon  the  executor, 
— that  the  evidence  on  the  candidity  and  of  sub- 
sequent recognitions  and  conduct  fully  establish- 
ed the  testamentary  intention,  and  the  validity 
of  the  will  and  of  the  codicil. 

This  is  the  general  outline  of  the  argument, 
though  various  collateral  circumstances  of  detail 
were  necessarily  gone  into ;  and  in  nearly  the 
same  order  am  I  disposed  to  review  the  case, 
and  — 

First,  to  examine  the  principles  of  law  appli- 
cable to  the  admitted  facts  of  the  case. 

Secondly,  to  endeavour  to  ascertain  the  na- 
ture and  degree  of  the  deceased's  capacity,  and 
how  far  he  was  liable  to,  or  secure  against,  im- 
position, noticing  any  circumstances  creating 
a  suspicion  of  any  imposition  having  been  ac- 
tually practised. 

Lastly,  combining  the  condition  and  degree  of 
the  capacity  of  the  deceased  with  the  relation 
and  conduct  of  the  executor, — to  consider  whe- 
ther the  evidence  of  the  fcu:tum  is  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  demands  of  the  law  and  the  con- 
science of  the  Court,  that  this  was  the  free  act 
of  a  capable  and  intelligent  testator. 

A  short  statement  of  the  admitted  facts  is  ne- 
cessary in  order  to  consider  the  principles  of  law 
applicable  to  the  case. 

The  deceased's  original  name  was  Ingram; 
he  was  the  younger  of  two  brothers,  and  had  an 
only  sister,  the  party  opposing  the  present  will. 
In  earlier  life  he  was  wild  and  extravagant,  and 
thereby  (as  Barbara  Ingram,  his  cousin,  states 
on  the  seventh  interrogatory)  "  gave  offence  to 
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''  his  relations,  and  involved  himself  in  much 
"  pecuniary  embarrassment,  and  lived  many 
"  years  in  a  state  of  indigence."  On  a  very 
narrow  income, — an  annuity  of  £72  left  him  hy 
his  father,  and  a  portion  of  the  Chetwode  estate 
in  Buckinghamshire,  making  tc^ether  not  quite 
£120  a  year — (for  whatever  dse  he  had  acquired 
from  his  father  seems  to  have  been  dissipated) 
he  had  for  thirty  years  been  leading  a  strange 
obscure  life,  in  wretched  lodgings  or  at  codfee 
houses  in  this  town;  when  in  May  1818  hift; 
elder  brother  Edward,  who  was  tenant  for  life 
of  the  Clopton  estate  near  Stratford-on- Avon,  of 
the  yearly  value  of  £1500,  and  who  had  assumed 
the  name  of  Clopton,  died  intestate;  and  in 
consequence  that  estate  devolved  on  the  de* 
ceased  for  life,  and  he  soon  after  changed  hi)i 
name  :  he  also  succeeded  to  half  his  brother's 
personalty,  amounting  to  nearly  £10,000,  and  ta 
the  other  moiety  of  the  Chetwode  estate.  At 
that  time  he  was  living  in  a  lodging  at  Mead's, 
an  engraver  in  Queen  Street,  Lincoln's  Inn 
Fields,  and  occupied  a  room  up  two  pair  of  stairs, 
at  eight  shillings  per  week .  Shortly  after  his  bro- 
ther's death,  he  removed  to  lodgings  at  Hugh  Ca- 
rolan's,  an  apothecary  in  Charlotte  Street,  Fitzroy 
Square,  where,  in  like  manner,  he  had  a  room  up 
two  pair  of  stairs  at  the  same  rent.  In  the  latter 
end  of  June,  1 822,  he  went  to  Stratford  accompa- 
nied by  Carolan,  M'ho,  leaving  him  at  an  inn  in 
that  town,  on  the  following  morning  returned  to 
London.  The  same  day,  the  deceased  was  called 
upon  by  Henry  Wyatt,  who  occupied  Clopton 
House  as  his  tenant :  thither  he  was  carried  the 
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next  day,  and  there,  with  Henry  Wyatt  and  his 
family,  he  resided  till  his  death  in  November  1824. 

This  is  a  short  history  of  the  deceased ;  and 
it  may  be  proper  here  to  add,  that  on  the  death 
of  Edward  Clopton,  Richard  Wyatt  and  his  son 
Henry,  who  were  Attornies  at  Stratford,  and 
agents  to  Edward  Clopton,  came  to  town  and 
were  met  by  Mr.  Seveme,  an  intimate  acquaint- 
ance and  friend  of  the  sister,  Mrs.  Barbara 
Ingram,  on  whose  part  he  was  to  act.  On 
that  occasion  administration  to  the  brother  was 
taken  out  by  the  deceased,  and  Richard  Wyatt 
and  Severne  became  his  sureties.  Before  Se- 
veme left  town,  half  the  funded  property  was 
transferred  into  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram's  name ; 
the  other  half  into  the  deceased's  name,  then 
John  Ingram :  —  Wyatt  and  his  son  were  to 
continue  the  agents  and  receivers  of  the  Clopton 
estate;  to  remit  the  rents  to  the  bankers  — 
Messrs.  Martin  and  Company ;  and  the  bankers 
were  to  receive  the  dividends,  and  when  the 
balance  in  their  hands  exceeded  £500  to  pur- 
chase stock.  Matters  being  thus  arranged,  Mr. 
Wyatt  returned  to  Stratford,  and  the  deceased 
remained  at  his  lodgings  at  Mead's,  but  soon 
after  removed  to  Carolan's,  as  already  stated. 

Richard  Wyatt  appears  to  have  come  to  town 
in  1819 :  the  accounts  at  the  stamp  office  were 
passed  in  that  year,  and  a  charge  of  £21  for  the 
journey  is  made  in  the  accounts  for  1818  and 
1819,  settled  in  June  1820,  when  Richard 
Wyatt  was  again  in  London.  Those  accounts 
are  signed  by  both  parties,  and  on  the  same 
day,  viz.  30th  of  June  1820.     In  July  1821,  the 
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Wyatts  again  come  to  London,  Richard  the 
father  about  the  25th,  Henry  the  son  about  the 
29th,  and  on  the  31st  of  July  the  account  for  the 
year  1820  is  signed.  Early  in  August,  instruc- 
tions, in  Richard  Wyatt's  handwriting,  are  car- 
ried by  Richard  Wyatt  to  his  town  agent — 
Mr.  Adlington  —  to  prepare  a  will  for  the  de- 
ceased. The  draft  of  that  will  is  prepared  and 
sent  by  Mr.  Adlington  to  Richard  Wyatt,  who 
returned  it  indorsed  "  4  August,  182 J,  in- 
"  grossed,"  and,  on  that  day,  the  will  is  executed 
in  the  presence  of  the  executor.  In  respect  to 
the  codicil  :  the  deceased  arrives  at  Stratford 
on  the  24th  of  June,  1822, — on  the  26th  he  goes 
to  Clopton  House,  soon  after  his  arrival  the 
draft  of  the  codicil  is  prepared  by  Henry  Wjratt 
— his  Attorney  and  Agent — entirely  for  his  own 
benefit,  — on  the  19th  of  July  he  takes  it  to  a 
law  stationer,  who  makes  the  copy  —  carries  it 
back  and  delivers  it  to  Henry  Wyatt,  — on  the 
5th  of  August  it  is  read  by  Henry  Wyatt  to  the 
deceased  in  the  presence  of  one  witness,  and 
afterwards  executed  in  the  presence  of  three 
persons  and  attested  by  them. 

Both  instruments,  then,  are  prepared  from  in- 
structions, not  given  directly  by  the  deceased— 
but  through  the  intervention  of  the  party  inter- 
ested, —  and  are  executed  in  the  presence  of  the 
Executor  and  Residuary  Legatee  —  that  person 
being  the  Attorney  and  Agent  of  the  deceased. 

Under  these  admitted  facts,  the  first  con- 
sideration is  whether  the  law  has  established 
any  principles  specially  applying  to  such  a  state 
of  circumstances.     The  Court  has  been  refer- 
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red  to  the  case  of  Paske  v.  OUat.  (a)  The  same 
doctrine  is  held  in  Billinghurst  v.  Vickers ;  (b) 
it  is  hardly,  however,  fit  for  me  to  depend  much 
upon  those  cases,  as  it  would  be  relying  upon 
my  own  authority  ;  and  I  shall,  therefore,  only 
say  that  I  see  no  reason  to  depart  from  the 
opinions  there  expressed ;  but  as  the  present 
case  is  important,  it  may  be  proper  to  advert  to 
some  authorities  in  support  of  the  principles 
maintained  in  those  decisions. 

By  the  civil  law,  if  a  person  wrote  a  will  in 
his  own  favour,  the  instrument  was  rendered 
void,  (c)  That  rule  has  not  been  adopted  in  its 
full  extent  by  the  law  of  England,  which  only 
holds  that  such  conduct  creates  a  presumption 
against  the  act,  and  renders  necessary  very 
clear  proof  of  volition  and  capacity :  nor  does 
the  law  of  this  Court  determine  that  the  act  is 
absolutely  void,  even  though  the  person  making 
the  will  is  the  attomeyandagentof  the  testator. 
The  suspicion  is  thereby  increased ;  and  for  ob- 
vious reasons  :  the  testator  reposes  confidence 
in  his  Attorney,  and  is  less  on  his  guard  against 
imposition  :  while  the  Attorney,  from  skill  and 
knowledge,  is  more  likely  to  be  successful  in 
such  a  contrivance,  and  has  more  influence  so 
as  to  obtain  a  blind  acquiescence.  Courts  of 
Equity  have  in  many  instances  set  deeds  aside 
on  account  of  the  relation  of  influence  in  the 
person  obtaining,  and  of  confidence  in  the  per- 
son granting  the  benefit ;  as  in  the  cases  of 
Guardian  and  Ward  —  Attorney  and  Client  — 
Agent  and  Principal — and  the  like— more  par- 

(a)  2  Phill.  323.  {h)  1  Phill.  193. 

(c)  Vide  Dig.  lib.  48.  t.  10.  ».  15.  and  lib.  31.  t.  8. 
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ticularly  in  respect  to  Attorney  and  Client.     As, 
for  example,  in  Walmsley  v.  Booth  (o)  :  —  it  was 
this  case.     "  Japhet  Crook  in  1728  being  tinder 
"  several  prosecutions  for  perjury  and  forgery 
'^  employed  the  defendant  Booth  as  his  attorney 
"  to  get  bail,  which  he  accordingly  did  ;  Crook 
'^  himself  having  used  many  fruitless  endea- 
*'  vours  for  that  purpose:  during  this  transac- 
*'  tion  Booth  drew  Crook's  will,  who  directed  a 
*'  legacy  of  £1000  to  the  defendant,  and  £600 
**  apiece  to  the  bail;  the  defendant,  subsequently, 
"  got  a  bond  for  the  security  of  his  l^acy. 
"  Crook  afterwards  revoked  the  will,  and  hy 
"  another  appointed  the  plaintiff,  Mary  Walms- 
"  ley,  executrix,  and  made  her  his  residuary 
* '  legatee.    After  the  death  of  the  testator,  B<3iblli 
''  brought  an  action  on  the  bond,  and  obtained 
"  a  verdict  and  Judgment ;  and  a  bill  was  filedi 
**  to  be  relieved  against  it  on  the  ground  of 
**  fraud; — Crook  living  six  years  after  giving 
"  the  bond,  and  not  attempting  to  be  relieved, 
'*  Lord  Hardwicke  decreed  for  the  defendant.*' 
However,  in  thfe  course  of  his  Judgment,  the 
Lord  Chancellor  said,  —  **To  be  sure  it  is  ex- 
"  tremely  wrong  in  an  Attorney  to  take  bonds 
*'  for  services ;  but  if  a  client,  with  his  eyes  open 
*'  will  give  such  a  bond,  it  would  be  going  too 
*'  far  to   say  such  a  bond  is   absolutely  void. 
"  This  case  has  been  compared  to  that  of  young 
"  heirs  in  distress   for  money  in  the  lifetime  of 
**  their  fathers,  but  I  do  not  think  this  comes 
*'  up  to  the  present  case,  for  there  the  Court 
presumes  weakness  in  the  person  and  upon 
*'  that  consideration ;  but  there  is  no  pretence 

2  Atkyiis,  25—27. 
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**  for  it  here,  for  Crook  was  more  likely  to  ioi- 
**  pose  than  to  be  imposed  upon ;  and  yet  if 
**  there  had  been  the  slightest  evidence  of  impo- 
**  sition  upon  Crook,  I  should  make  no  scruple 
**  of  relieving  against  this  bond/' 

The  slightest  evidence  of  imposition  then, 
even  in  the  case  of  a  very  shrewd  man,  as  Crook 
18  represented  to  have  been,  would  have  been 
Biifficient  to  set  aside  the  bond. 

The  case  afterwards  came  on  for  a  re-hear- 
kig,  when  Lord  Hardwicke  reversed  his  former 
^leeision;  and,  on  reversing  it,  said  — ''  that  it 
^  was  a  case  of  a  good  deal  of  consequence : 
**  that  it  had  been  compared  in  the  first  place  to 
^  the  defrauding    of  young   and  improvident 
*•  heirs  where  the  Court  relieves  on  the  general 
principle  of  mischief  to  the  public  without  re- 
quiring particular  evidence  of  actual  imposi- 
**  tion  upon  them,  and  they  are  cases  of  gene- 
*'  ral  concern :  they  also  give  relief,  because  the 
**  circumstances  and  situation  of  young  persons 
*^  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  make  them  ex- 
**  tremely  liable  to  imposition." 

In  a  further  part  of  his  Judgment,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  says  —  '^  I  think  the  case  is  stronger 

*  between  Attomies  and  their  Clients,  than  any 

*  of  the  cases  it  has  been  compared  with ;  be- 

*  cause  all  Courts  order  their  bills  to  be  taxed  ; 
<  and  there  are  a  number  of  cases  in  this  Court 
'  where  a  client  unassisted  by  an  attorney  has 

*  paid  a  law  bill  and  accepted  of  a  receipt  for 

*  it,  and  yet  has  been  allowed  to  open  the  whole 
'  account  notwithstanding,  and  to  take  excep- 
^  tions  to  any  improper  or  extravagant  charge 

*  in  the  attorney's  bill.     Nay,  even  if  a  client 


%t 


-€$ 


1828. 

Easter 

Term, 

Ist  SeuioD. 


Ingram 

o. 
Wyatt. 


394 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


1828. 

Easter 

Term, 

Ist  Session. 

Ingram 

V. 

Wyatt. 


''  has  given  an  attorney  a  bond  or  mortgage  to 
"  secure  the  payment  of  what  was  charged  to 
"  be  due  to  him  on  account  of  a  law  suit,  the 
"  Courts  of  Equity  have  relieved  the  client,  and 
"  ordered  the  bill  to  be  taxed.  And  what  is  the 
"  reason  the  Court  goes  upon  in  such  deter- 
**  mination  ?  Why  the  great  power  and  influ- 
"  ence  that  an  Attorney  has  over  his  Client-" 

On  this  second  hearing  the  bond  was  set 
aside.  So,  in  another  case — the  case  of  Saim- 
derson  v.  Glass  (a),  it  was  laid  down  in  the 
course  of  the  hearing,  that  **ifan  Attorney, 
"  pendente  lite^  prevails  on  a  Client  to  agree  to 
"  an  exorbitant  reward,  the  Court  will  either  set 
"  it  aside  entirely,  or  reduce  it  to  the  standard 
"  of  those  fees  to  which  he  is  properly  entitled," 

Now  these  cases  show  that  there  is  a  parti- 
cular jealousy  and  anxiety  on  the  part  of  all 
Courts  in  guarding  suitors  against  that  sort  of 
influence  and  knowledge  which  attomies  possess 
and  may  exercise  injuriously  towards  their  cli- 
ents.    There  are  other  cases  to  the  same  effect. 

In  Cray  v.  Mansfield  (6),  a  deed  by  one  just 
come  of  age  to  an  agent,  as  a  bounty  or  gift, 
though  there  was  no  fraud,  was  in  part,  set  aside  ; 
so  in  Piercer.  Waring,  cited  in  that  case,  a  deed  Vq 
the  late  guardian  was  annulled ;  and  in  Oldham  t;. 
Hand  (c),  the  same  doctrine  was  recognized. 

The  cases  then  show  how  extremely  jealous 
the  law  is  to  protect  the  unwary  against  undue 
influence  and  control.  Where  that  relation  of 
confidence  exists,  and  where  the  party  frames 
the  instrument  for  his  own  advantage  and 
beftefit,   every  presumption   arises  against  the 

(a)  2  Atk.  297.     {h)  1  Ves.  Seu.  379.     (c)  2  Ves.  Sen.  269. 
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transaction.  As  in  tlie  case  of  an  interested  wit- 
ness, it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  falsehood;  — a 
court  of  law  will  not  hear  him  at  all ; — so  in  the 
case  of  such  an  executor,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  fraud  and  circumvention — he  must  re- 
move the  suspicion  by  clear  and  satisfactory 
proof.  To  show  that  such  has  been  the  doc- 
trine of  this  Court  at  all  times,  (because  it  is  the 
doctrine  of  common  sense  and  of  sound  justice) 
I  will  state  a  note  of  a  Judgment  of  one  of  my 
Predecessors,  Dr.  Calvert,  who  was  as  able  and 
as  excellent  a  Judge  as  ever  fiUed  the  chair 
which  I  have  now  the  honour  of  occupying. 
The  case  is  Middleton  v.  Forbes,  decided  in  this 
Court  in  Trinity  Term  1787.  I  was  not  of  coun- 
sel in  it,  but  was  at  the  bar  at  the  time.  It  was 
very  elaborately  argued  by  Dr.  Wynne,*  the  then 
King's  Advocate,  and  by  Dr.  Scott,  now  Lord 
Stowell,  in  support  of  the  will — and  by  Dr. 
Harris  and  Dr.  Bever  for  the  next  of  kin.  The 
Judgment  will  sufficiently  show  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case. 

"  John  Wilcox  died  on  the  21st  of  October 
1778,  leaving  a  will  dated  on  the  5th  of 
August  1776.  The  contents  are  in  substance 
"  as  follows: — *  he  describes  himself  as  John 
"  Wilcox  of  Ringwood — cousin,  heir  at  law,  and 
"  sole  next  of  kin  of  William  Wilcox,  late  of 
"  Portsmouth  Common,  deceased :  he  directs 
"  his  debts  to  be  paid ;  he  leaves — to  two  female 
"  servants  of  his  late  cousin,  annuities  of  10/.  8^. 
"  each — to  his  niece,  Catherine  Wilcox,  and  to 
"  his  cousins,  James  Middleton  of  Ringwood, 
**  and  John  Middleton  of  Rumsey,  all  his  pro- 
"  perty  real  and  personal  as  tenants  in  cora- 
"  mon ;  if  his  niece  shall  have  no  issue  he  be- 
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1848.      <*  queaths  her  third  of  the  real  property  to  the 
Easter      **  Middletons — he  appoints  James    and  John 
uTs^iii.    "  Middleton  his  executors.    The  will  is  signed 
"  by  the  deceased  and  attested  by  three  wit- 
"  nesses/    As  to  the  state  of  the  deceased :-  4ie 
''  had  lived  at  Ring  wood,  a  poor  man,  but  by  the 
**  death  of  his  relation,  he  became  possessed  of 
''  about  3,000/.     Immediately  on  the  death  ot 
''  this  relation,  Middleton,  receiving  notice,  car- 
ried the  deceased  to  Winchester — got  admi- 
nistration to  his  cousin,  then  carried  the  de^ 
ceased  to  Portsmouth,  where  William  Wilcox 
had  died,  and  soon  after  obtained  this  will. 
'*  The  Middletons  afterwards  got  a  deed  of  gift 
''  from  the  deceased,   took  possession  of  the 
''  estate,   and  kept  possession  of  it  till  1781, 
''  when  Forbes  took  out  administration  to  the 
''  deceased  and  proceeded  against  Middleton,  in 
''  Chancery,  to  set  aside  the  deed.    The  deed 
''  was  set  aside,  and  the  decree  affirmed  by  the 
''  House  of  Lords.     During  the  proceediiiqgs  in 
'*  Chancery,  no  mention  was  made  of  this  will. 
'*  The  will  has  now  been  set  up  here.     Objec- 
''  tion  is  taken  to  it  in  point  of  law  as  giving  the 
**  property  to  the  Attorney,  and  cases  have  been 
**  quoted  in  Chancery,  showing  that  the  objec- 
'*  tion  would  there  be  valid ;   but  that  rule  has 
'*  never  been  adopted  here.     In  the  testamen- 
"  tary  cases  quoted,  Barton  v.  Robins,  (a)  and 
"  Ousley  V.  Wells,  (A)  there  were  other  circum- 
*'  stances  of  fraud  upon  which  the  wills  were  set 
"  aside.     It  is  objected  also,  that  the  subsequent 
deed  revoked  the  will ;  but  that  is  not  so :  for 
the  deed  disposed  only  of  part  of  the  property 


(a)  a  Phill.  466.  notu.  (b)  Prerog.  Triii.  Ter.  1777. 
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—  the  will  applies  to  the  whole.     Overruling,       ^828. 
therefore,  the  legal  objections,  I  come  to  the       eastbr 

facts  of  the  case ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  iJst^on, 
there  is  proof  that  this  was  the  unbiassed  act      .  — 

*  Ingram 

of  the  deceased.     The  first  consideration  is  his  «. 

capacity.  It  is  admitted  he  was  a  drunken 
man,  whom  the  boyft  followed  and  hooted — 
boys  do  not  follow  a  mere  drunken  man,  but 
an  antick  man  playing  tricks,  such  as  this 
man  did :  his  relations  considered  him  in  this 
light,  for  they  made  him  a  small  weekly  allow- 
ance. On  his  receiving  this  3000/.  the  Mid- 
dletons  immediately  carried  him  away  and 
had  the  entire  management  of  him — he  had 
no  regard  for  money — he  was  intirely  under 
the  direction  of  the  Middletons,  and  under 
their  custody — though  not  actually  shut  up — 
at  Portsmouth,  at  a  distance  from  his  rela- 
tions —  the  will  was  made  by  the  person  who 
had  the  beneficial  interest — Qui  se  scripsit 
hteredeni  renders  the  will  void  under  the  civil 
law,  though  it  is  not  so  by  the  law  of  England. 
A  deed  is  also  obtained  for  the  same  purpose, 
and  though  the  setting  aside  of  the  deed  does 
not  establish  fraud,  yet  it  is  a  corroborating 
circumstance.  The  ineptitude  of  such  a  bar- 
gain might  be  a  sufficient  ground  to  set  aside 
the  deed,  but  not  the  will,  which  does  not  take 
immediate  effect.  Yet  the  obtaining  such  a 
deed  does  come  strongly  to  corroborate  the 
fraud  of  the  will :  it  shows  that  the  testator 
was  liable  to  imposition,  that  he  executed  a 
deed  which  he  ought  not  to  have  executed, 
and  that  the  Middletons  obtained  a  deed  they 
ought  not  to   have  obtained.     In  Ousley  ?;. 
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Wells,  Sir  George  Hay  laid  the  foundation  erf* 
the  fraud,  on  the  part  of  the  executor,  in  his 
amusing  the  next  of  kin  in  order  to  prevent 
their  taking  administration  till  he  had  ob- 
tained probate  —  that  showed  a  malajides  — 
here  is  a  much  stronger  instance  of  malajidu 
in  obtaining  this  deed — still  this  may  be  done 
away  by  full  proof  of  Xliefdctum.  Two  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  are  dead,  only  one  is  sur- 
viving—  here  are  no  instructions — though  in- 
structions are  not  necessary  where  the  capa- 
city is  not  doubtful,  yet  where  imposition  and 
custody  are  suspected  the  defect  of  instruc- 
tions is  extremely  material,  more  especially 
when  the  writer  makes  himself  executor. 
C!ollins,  the  subscribing  witness,  says  that  a 
conversation  passed  between  the  deceased  and 
Middleton,  and  the  witness'  father  about  a 
will ;  but  not  that  the  will  was  prepared  by 
the  direction  of  the  deceased,  nor  does  he 
specify  the  conversation.  The  evidence  of  the 
execution  does  not  specifically  detail  any 
thing  as  originating  with  the  deceased  him- 
self, but  merely  what  he  said  in  answer  to 
what  was  put  to  him. 

**  This  is  all  that  comes  out  to  clear  up  these 
doubts,  and  to  remove  the  suspicion  of  fraud : 
every  thing  originates  with  the  Middletons — 
it  seems  a  concerted  plan  to  obtain  this  will — 
they  show  that  they  thought  the  deceased 
liable  to  imposition,  otherwise  they  would  have 
trusted  him,  and  not  got  the  deed  :  they  were 
afraid  of  the  continuance  of  his  affection,  lest 
he  should  fall  into  other  hands. 
"  Upon  the  whole,  I  do  not  think  the  evidence 
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"  of  the  execution  does  away  the  suspicious  cir- 
•'  cumstances  of  fraud  and  imposition.  I  shall 
**  therefore  pronounce  against  the  will,  but  1 
**  shall  give  no  costs." 

I  have  looked  into  the  original  papers  in  Mid- 
dleton  V.  Forbes ;  and  the  deposition  of  Collins — 
the  only  surviving  attesting  witness  —  was  to  the 
following  effect: — "  He  is  an  auctioneer  —  he 
and  his  father  were  employed  on  the  death  of 
William  Wilcox,  about  his  funeral .  The  trans- 
**  action  of  which  he  is  about  to  depose,  took 
place  at  his  (William  Wilcox's)  house  about 
a  fortnight  after  the  death.  From  a  conversa- 
"  tion  between  the  deceased,  Middleton  and 
witness'  father,  he  understood  the  will  was 
ready  for  execution :  the  deceased  expressed 
a  desire  then  to  sign  it,  and  desired  deponent 
to  fetch  a  third  witness,  his  uncle.  The  will 
was  read  in  the  presence  of  all  three — the  de- 
ceased was  attentive — expressed  full  appro- 
"  bation  —  took  a  pen  and  signed  his  name,  and 
"  published  the  paper  as  his  will."  The  witness 
speaks  to  his  full  belief  of  his  capacity — says 
"  that  the  deceased  was  a  wary  man — perfectly 
**  sober — and  expressed  great  obligations  to  the 
"  Middletons  (a) — though  the  deceased  was  not 
acquainted  with  the  nature  and  full  extent  of  the 
property  of  which  he  was  become  possessed — 
yet  he  thought  it  considerable."  This  is  the 
substance  of  Collins'  deposition ;  and  from  my 
note  of  the  sentence,  the  Learned  Judge  did  not 
seem  to  think  this  witness  discredited,  yet  on 

(a)  It  appeared  that  iho  Middletons  were  distant  relations, 
and  that  one  of  them  paid  the  deceased  his  weekly  allowance 
before  the  death  of  William  Wilcox,  the  cousin. 
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the  whole  case  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  will 
was  not  satisfactorily  proved. 

The  circumstances  differ  in  many  respects 
from  the  present ;  for  no  two  cases  of  circum- 
stances agree  exactly :  yet  the  principles  dedu- 
cible  from  it  confirm  those  laid  down  in  Paske 
V.  Ollat.  Tliis  case  shows  where  such  grounds 
of  suspicion  exist,  the  evidence  must  be  clear 
and  decisive ;  —  it  shows  that  it  is  not  necessary 
to  prove  fraud  and  imposition ;  for  the  Judge 
gave  no  costs,  so  that  fraud  was  not  proved,  yet 
he  pronounced  against  the  will ;  it  shows  also, 
that  though  the  ])arties  may  stand  in  a  sus- 
picious relation,  and  though  there  may  be  sus- 
picious conduct,  and  some  deficiency  of  capa- 
city, yet  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  factum  may 
establish  the  instrument  —  that  the  instrument 
is  not  in  law  invalid. 

Secondly,  then  applying  and  governed  by 
these  principles,  I  proposed  to  examine  what 
was  the  state  of  capacity :  for  if  the  capacity 
was  quite  perfect,  and  the  deceased  in  no  degree 
exposed  to  circumvention,  he  would  take  care 
not  to  put  his  hand  to  an  instrument  and  publish 
it  as  his  will,  without  fully  knowing  its  nature 
and  import,  and  approving  its  contents. 

It  was  not  denied  in  argument ; — that  the  de- 
ceased, to  a  certain  extent,  was  possessed  of 
capacity,  which  with  clear  proof,  might  give 
efiect  to  a  testamentary  instrument;  —  that  if 
the  attesting  witnesses  could  have  spoken  to  in- 
structions given  by  the  deceased  himself ;  to  cir- 
cumstances and  conduct,  clearly  and  distinctly 
manifesting  intention  and  volition,  and  that  he 
fiilly  comprehended  the  nature  of  the  act,  and 
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evinced  a  voluntary  wish  and  desire  so  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property — there  was  nothing  in  the 
evidence  of  incapacity  sufficient  to  falsify  such  a 
case. 

The  deceased  was  not  insane ;  nor  was  he  an 
idiot :  he  had  a  certain  degree  of  eccentricity ; 
but  no  delusion :  he  had  a  certain  degree  of 
weakness  of  understanding,  that  exposed  him 
to  imposition ;  but  not  that  degree  of  imbecility 
liiiich  rendered  him  intestable.  This  is  the 
acnrt  of  case  set  up  in  argument,  and  upon  which 
the  Court  has  to  decide.  It  becomes  important, 
therefore,  for  me  to  consider  carefully  what  is 
meant  by  "  imbecility  of  mind" — what  are  its 
marks  and  characters — and  what  are  its  effects 
and  bearings  in  deciding  upon  the  validity  of  a 
will. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  the  true  meaning  of  "  im- 
becility of  mind,"  we  may  resort  to  what  the  law 
^tescribes  as  perfect  capacity^  which  is  most  cor- 
rectly found  in  the  form  of  our  pleadings.  The 
^urerment  to  be  contained  in  a  common  condidit 
is,  that  the  testator  was  ''  of  sound  mind,  me- 
*'  mory,  and  understanding — talked  and  dis- 
**  coursed  rationally  and  sensibly,  and  was  fully 

•capable  of  any  rational  act  requiring  thought, 

judgment,  and  reflection."  Here  is  the  legal 
standard.  When  all  this  can  be  truly  predicated 
of  the  person,  bare  execution  is  sufficient :  but  if 
it'cannot  be  truly  predicated,  a  deficiency  of  ca- 
pacity exists — a  deficiency  not  necessarily  ren- 
dering the  person  intestable,  but  in  proportion 
to  the  degree  of  deficiency,  requiring  clearer  and 
more  direct  proof  of  the  unbiassed  testamentary 
intention.     Imbecility,  and  weakness  of  mind, 
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may  exist  in  different  degrees  between  the  limits 
of  absolute  idiotcy  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  per-  ' 
feet  capacity  on  Uie  other.  When  the  Law  uses 
the  terms,  "  mind,  memory,  understanding, — 
thought,  judgment,  reflection,"  it  must  not  be 
supposed  that  they  are  quite  synonymous ;  that 
each  means  precisely  the  same  thing.  By  no 
means:  they  are  separate  faculties,  though 
nearly  connected  with  and  graduating  into  each 
other ;  and  one  or  more  of  these  faculties  may 
be  defective  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  while 
the  others  remain  perfect  in  the  same  indi- 
vidual. 

Locke  speaking  of  idiots,  says,  **  Those  wh<^ 
''  cannot  distinguish,   compare,    and   abstract^ 
"  would  hardly  be  able  to  judge  or  reason  ta 
"  any  tolerable  degree,  but  only  a  little  and  im- 
"  perfectly,  about  things  present  and  very  fieuni- 
"liar  to  their  senses ;   and  indeed  any  of  the 
"  forementioned  faculties,  if  wanting  or  out  of 
"  order,  produce  suitable  effects  in  men's  under- 
"  standings  and  knowledge."     "  In  fine,  the  de- 
"  feet  in  Naturals  seems  to  proceed  from  want 
"  of  quickness,  activity,  and  motion,  in  the  in- 
"  tellectual  faculties." — (a) 

In  confirmation  of  this  doctrine,  we  find, 
(and  I  state  it  from  observation,  from  examples, 
and  from  high  medical  authorities  which  have 
lately  come  under  my  notice)  (6)  different 
faculties  failing  in  different  persons.  For  ex 
ample  —  the  memory  is  sometimes  perfect  where 


(a)  Essay  on  the  Human  Understanding,  B.  II.  c.  12.  ss.  12,19. 

(b)  The  Court  was  uuderstood  to  allude  to  the  depositioiiBof 
the  Phyiicians  in  the  Portsmouth  cause. 
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higher  powers  of  the  understanding  are  greatly 
defective.  "When  imbecility  is  original  or,  as 
medical  authorities  express  it,  connate,  the  me- 
mory is  often  perfect,  especially  of  trifling  and 
simple  circumstances,  though  the  other  mental 
powers  remain  infantine ;  or,  as  the  same  autlio- 
ritics  suppose  and  express  it,  '^  The  brain  has 
"  never  developed  itself."  In  such  an  individual, 
the  understanding  has  made  little  progress  with 
years  —  it  has  not  matured  and  ripened  in  the 
usual  manner:  yet,  even  in  such  individuals, 
unless  the  imbecility  be  extreme,  some  improve- 
ment will  have  taken  place — some  progress  in 
knowledge  beyond  mere  infancy  will  have  been 
made  —  by  the  help  of  memory  —  by  imitation 
— by  habit — such  an  individual  will  acquire 
many  ideas  —  will  recollect  facts  and  circum- 
stances and  places,  and  hacknied  quotations  from 
books  —  will  conduct  himself  orderly  and  man- 
neriy  —  will  make  a  few  rational  remarks  on 
familiar  and  trite  subjects  —  may  retain  self  do- 
minion and  spend  his  own  little  income  in  pro- 
viding for  his  wants,  as  a  boy  spends  his  pocket- 
money  —  and  yet  may  labour  under  great  infir- 
mity of  mind  and  be  very  liable  to  fraud  and 
impcisition. 

The  principal  marks  and  features  of  imbe- 
cility are  the  same  which  belong  to  childhood, 
— of  course  (as  already  observed)  varying  in  de- 
gree in  different  individuals : — Frivolous  pursuits 
— fondness  for  and  stress  upon  trifles — inert- 
ness of  mind  —  paucity  of  ideas  —  shyness — 
timidity  —  submission  to  control — acquiescence 
under  influence  —  and  the  like.  Hence  these 
infantine  qualities  have  acquired  for  this  species 
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of  deficiency  of  understanding,  the  name  of 
"  childishness."  The  effect  is,  that  where  im- 
becility exists  at  all,  and  in  proportion  to  its  de- 
gree, it  becomes  necessary,  especially  in  a  case 
exposed  to  other  adverse  presumptions,  to  ascer- 
tain its  extent  with  some  accuracy ;  to  see  how 
far  the  individual  was  liable  to  be  controlled  by 
influence  —  to  submit  to  ascendancy — to  ac- 
quiesce from  inertness  and  confidence  in  thoM 
acts,  upon  the  validity  of  which  the  Court  ha«  to 
decide. 

The  character  of  the  deceased,  and  of  his  mind, 
is  spoken  to  by  a  vast  number  of  witnesses — 
though  it  is  perhaps  more  accurately  and  satis- 
factorily to  be  collected  from  the  documents, 
and  from  his  conduct,  and,  in  no  inconsiderable 
degree,  from  obvious  acts  which  he  omitted  to 
do ;  and  I  shall  have  occasion  to  examine  whether 
there  was  not  latterly  one  character  of  imbecilily 
more  particularly  exposing  him  to  imposition — 
namely,  inertness  and  indolence  of  mind»  or  as 
Mr.  Locke  has  expressed  it,  "  want  of  activi^ 
"  and  motion  in  the  intellectual  faculties." 

There  are  several  witnesses  examined  to  the 
character  and  capacity  of  the  deceased,  going 
back  many  years,  to  a  time  when  he  resided  at 
the  Black  Lion,  Water  Lane — at  the  Cecil 
Coffee  House  —  at  the  Russell  Coffee  House — 
and  at  other  places :  —  they  give  a  strange  and 
not  a  very  precise  account  of  him ;  —  some  think 
him  foolish ;  —  others  out  of  his  mind— qualities, 
however,  not  wholly  irreconcileable :  they  de- 
scribe him  as  — filthy  in  his  bed-room — dis- 
gusting at  his  meals  —  entertaining  a  dislike  to 
women — insulting  people  in  the  streets — hal^ 
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looed  after  by  the  boys  —  abusing  people  for 
coughing — singing  out  "  Yehep,  Yehep."  Some 
of  these  peculiarities  may  possibly  be  highly 
coloured  and  exaggerated :  but  even  these  wit- 
nesses do  not  make  out  a  case  of  absolute  in- 
capacity, nor  show  that  he  was  wholly  intestable, 
though  they  tend  to  lower  him  considerably  be- 
neath the  standard  of  perfect  understanding; 
and  as  the  question  does  not  turn  upon  the  total 
absence  but  upon  the  degree  of  capacity,  the 
evidence  of  these  witnesses  need  not  be  stated  at 
length,  for  they  contribute  but  little  to  fix  that 
point,  and  the  facts  themselves  to  which  they 
depose  are  remote.  The  more  material  part  to 
be  examined,  is  the  state  of  the  deceased  at  and 
about  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  and  from 
thence  to  the  execution  of  the  codicil. 

At  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  the  de- 
ceased, as  I  have  said,  was  lodging  at  Mead's, 
the  engraver's.  Now,  to  this  part  of  his  his- 
tory, a  witness  has  been  examined,  whose  evi- 
dence has  been  much  observed  upon  by  both 
sides — Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram,  a  legatee  under 
this  will  in  the  sum  of  £4,000 — she  is  pro- 
duced in  opposition  to  the  papers,  and  is  in 
point  of  law  deposing  directly  against  her  own 
interest;  she  declares  upon  oath  that  she  has 
received  no  promise,  and  has  no  expectation  of 
indemnity,  if  the  will  should  be  set  aside.  It 
is  suggested,  that  she  may  expect  to  be  re*- 
warded  by  Mrs.  Ingram,  the  party,  who  will 
have  ample  means  of  so  doing :  that  is  possi- 
ble, but  it  is  mere  conjecture,  and  she  denies 
it:  she  is  very  distantly  related,  being  a  se- 
cond cousin  once  removed,  and  thelre  we  seve- 
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of  deficiency  of  understanding,  the  name  of 
"  childishness/'  The  effect  is,  that  where  im* 
becility  exists  at  all,  and  in  proportion  to  its  de- 
gree, it  becomes  necessary,  especially  in  a  case 
exposed  to  other  adverse  presumptions,  to  ascer^ 
tain  its  extent  with  some  accuracy ;  to  see  how 
far  the  individual  was  liable  to  be  controlled  by 
influence  —  to  submit  to  ascendancy — to  ac- 
quiesce from  inertness  and  confidence  in  thoM 
acts,  upon  the  validity  of  which  the  Court  ha«  to 
decide. 

The  character  of  the  deceased,  and  of  his  mind, 
is  spoken  to  by  a  vast  number  of  witnesses — 
though  it  is  perhaps  more  accurately  and  satis* 
factorily  to  be  collected  from  the  documents, 
and  from  his  conduct,  and,  in  no  inconsideraUe 
degree,  from  obvious  acts  which  he  omitted  to 
do ;  and  I  shall  have  occasion  to  examine  whether 
there  was  not  latterly  one  character  of  imbedlily 
more  particularly  exposing  him  to  imposition — 
namely,  inertness  and  indolence  of  mind,  or  as 
Mr.  Locke  has  expressed  it,  *'  want  of  activi^ 
"  and  motion  in  the  intellectual  faculties." 

There  are  several  witnesses  examined  to  the 
character  and  capacity  of  the  deceased,  going 
back  many  years,  to  a  time  when  he  resided  at 
the  Black  Lion,  Water  Lane—  at  the  Cecil 
Coffiee  House—  at  the  Russell  Coffee  House — 
and  at  other  places :  —  they  give  a  strange  and 
not  a  very  precise  account  of  him ;  —  some  think 
him  foolish ;  —  others  out  of  his  mind-— qualities, 
however,  not  wholly  irreconcileable :  they  de- 
scribe him  as  —  filthy  in  his  bed- room — dis- 
gusting at  his  meals  —  entertaining  a  dislike  to 
women — insulting  people  in  the  streets — hal— 
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looed  after  by  the  boys  —  abusing  people  for 
coughing — singing  out  "  Yehep,  Yehep."  Some 
of  these  peculiarities  may  possibly  be  highly 
orfoured  and  exaggerated :  but  even  these  wit- 
nesses do  not  make  out  a  case  of  absolute  in- 
ci4)acity,  nor  show  that  he  was  wholly  intestable, 
though  they  tend  to  lower  him  considerably  be- 
neath the  standard  of  perfect  understanding; 
and  as  the  question  does  not  turn  upon  the  total 
absence  but  upon  the  degree  of  capacity,  the 
evidence  of  these  witnesses  need  not  be  stated  at 
length,  for  they  contribute  but  little  to  fix  that 
point,  and  the  facts  themselves  to  which  they 
depose  are  remote.  The  more  material  part  to 
be  examined,  is  the  state  of  the  deceased  at  and 
about  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  and  firom 
thence  to  the  execution  of  the  codicil. 

At  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  the  de- 
ceased, as  I  have  said,  was  lodging  at  Mead's, 
the  engraver's.  Now,  to  this  part  of  his  his- 
tory, a  witness  has  been  examined,  whose  evi- 
dence has  been  much  observed  upon  by  both 
sides — Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram,  a  legatee  under 
tliis  will  in  the  sum  of  £4,000 — she  is  pro- 
duced in  opposition  to  the  papers,  and  is  in 
point  of  law  deposing  directly  against  her  own 
interest;  she  declares  upon  oath  that  she  has 
received  no  promise,  and  has  no  expectation  of 
indemnity,  if  the  will  should  be  set  aside.  It 
is  suggested,  that  she  may  expect  to  be  re*- 
warded  by  Mrs.  Ingram,  the  party,  who  will 
have  ample  means  of  so  doing :  that  is  possi- 
ble, but  it  is  mere  conjecture,  and  she  denies 
it:  she  is  very  distantly  related,  being  a  se- 
cond cousin  once  removed,  and  thejre  9xe  seve- 
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of  deficiency  of  understanding,  the  name  of 
"  childishness."  The  effect  is,  that  where  im- 
becility exists  at  all,  and  in  proportion  to  its  de- 
gree, it  becomes  necessary,  especially  in  a  case 
exposed  to  other  adverse  presumptions,  to  ascer- 
tain its  extent  with  some  accuracy ;  to  see  how 
far  the  individual  was  liable  to  be  controlled  by 
influence  —  to  submit  to  ascendancy — to  ac- 
quiesce from  inertness  and  confidence  in  thoee 
acts,  upon  the  validity  of  which  the  Court  ha«  to 
decide. 

The  character  of  the  deceased,  and  of  his  mind, 
is  spoken  to  by  a  vast  number  of  witnesses — 
though  it  is  perhaps  more  accurately  and  satis* 
factorily  to  be  collected  from  the  documents, 
and  from  his  conduct,  and,  in  no  inconsideraUe 
degree,  from  obvious  acts  which  he  omitted  to 
do ;  and  I  shall  have  occasion  to  examine  whether 
there  was  not  latterly  one  character  of  imbecilily 
more  particularly  exposing  him  to  imposition — 
namely,  inertness  and  indolence  of  mind,  or  as 
Mr.  Locke  has  expressed  it,  "  want  of  activi^ 
"  and  motion  in  the  intellectual  faculties." 

There  are  several  witnesses  examined  to  the 
character  and  capacity  of  the  deceased,  going 
back  many  years,  to  a  time  when  he  resided  at 
the  Black  Lion,  Water  Lane — at  the  Cecil 
Coffee  House—  at  the  Russell  Coffee  House — 
and  at  other  places:  —  they  give  a  strange  and 
not  a  very  precise  account  of  him ;  —  some  think 
him  foolish ;  —  others  out  of  his  mind— qualities, 
however,  not  wholly  irreconcileable :  they  de- 
scribe him  as  — filthy  in  his  bed-room — dis- 
gusting at  his  meals  —  entertaining  a  dislike  to 
women — insulting  people  in  the  streets — hal^ 
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looed  after  by  the  boys  —  abusing  people  for 
coughing — singing  out  "  Yehep,  Yehep."  Some 
of  these  peculiarities  may  possibly  be  highly 
coloured  ilnd  exaggerated :  but  even  these  wit- 
nesses do  not  make  out  a  case  of  absolute  in- 
capacity, nor  show  that  he  was  wholly  intestable, 
though  they  tend  to  lower  him  considerably  be- 
neath the  standard  of  perfect  understanding; 
and  as  the  question  does  not  turn  upon  the  total 
absence  but  upon  the  degree  of  capacity,  the 
evidence  of  these  witnesses  need  not  be  stated  at 
length,  for  they  contribute  but  little  to  fix  that 
point,  and  the  facts  themselves  to  which  they 
depose  are  remote.  The  more  material  part  to 
be  examined,  is  the  state  of  the  deceased  at  and 
about  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  and  from 
thence  to  the  execution  of  the  codicil. 

At  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  the  de- 
ceased, as  I  have  said,  was  lodging  at  Mead's, 
the  engraver's.  Now,  to  this  part  of  his  his- 
tory, a  witness  has  been  examined,  whose  evi- 
dence has  been  much  observed  upon  by  both 
sides — Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram,  a  legatee  under 
this  will  in  the  sum  of  £4,000 — she  is  pro- 
duced in  opposition  to  the  papers,  and  is  in 
point  of  law  deposing  directly  against  her  own 
interest;  she  declares  upon  oath  that  she  has 
received  no  promise,  and  has  no  expectation  of 
indemnity,  if  the  will  should  be  set  aside.  It 
is  suggested,  that  she  may  expect  to  be  re- 
warded by  Mrs.  Ingram,  ihe  party,  who  will 
have  ample  means  of  so  doing :  that  is  possi- 
ble,  but  it  is  mere  conjecture,  and  she  denies 
it:  she  is  very  distantly  related,  being  a  se- 
cond cousin  once  removed,  and  thejre  9xe  seve- 
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of  deficiency  of  understanding,  the  name  of 
"  childishness."  The  effect  is,  that  where  im- 
becility exists  at  all,  and  in  proportion  to  its  de- 
gree, it  becomes  necessary,  especially  in  a  case 
exposed  to  other  adverse  presumptions,  to  ascer- 
tain its  extent  with  some  accuracy ;  to  see  how 
far  the  individual  was  liable  to  be  controlled  by 
influence  —  to  submit  to  ascendancy — to  ac- 
quiesce from  inertness  and  confidence  in  those 
acts,  upon  the  validity  of  which  the  Court  ha«  to 
decide. 

The  character  of  the  deceased,  and  of  his  mind, 
is  spoken  to  by  a  vast  number  of  witnesses — 
though  it  is  perhaps  more  accurately  and  satis- 
factorily to  be  collected  from  the  documents, 
and  from  his  conduct,  and,  in  no  inconsiderable 
degree,  from  obvious  acts  which  he  omitted  to 
do ;  and  I  shall  have  occasion  to  examine  whether 
there  was  not  latterly  one  character  of  imbecilily 
more  particularly  exposing  him  to  imposition — 
namely,  inertness  and  indolence  of  mind,  or  as 
Mr.  Locke  has  expressed  it,  "  want  of  activi^ 
"  and  motion  in  the  intellectual  faculties." 

There  are  several  witnesses  examined  to  the 
character  and  capacity  of  the  deceased,  going 
back  many  years,  to  a  time  when  he  resided  at 
the  Black  Lion,  Water  Lane — at  the  Cecil 
Coffee  House  —  at  the  Russell  Coffee  House — 
and  at  other  places :  —  they  give  a  strange  and 
not  a  very  precise  account  of  him ;  —  some  think 
him  foolish ;  —  others  out  of  his  mind— qualities, 
however,  not  wholly  irreconcileable :  they  de- 
scribe him  as  — filthy  in  his  bed-room  —  dis- 
gusting at  his  meals  —  entertaining  a  dislike  to 
women — insulting  people  in  the  streets — hal — 
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looed  after  by  the  boys  —  abusing  people  for 
coughing — singing  out  "  Yehep,  Yehep."  Some 
of  these  peculiarities  may  possibly  be  highly 
orfoured  knd  exaggerated :  but  even  these  wit- 
nesses do  not  make  out  a  case  of  absolute  in- 
capacity, nor  show  that  he  was  wholly  intestable, 
though  they  tend  to  lower  him  considerably  be- 
neath the  standard  of  perfect  understanding; 
and  as  the  question  does  not  turn  upon  the  total 
absence  but  upon  the  degree  of  capacity,  the 
evidence  of  these  witnesses  need  not  be  stated  at 
length,  for  they  contribute  but  little  to  fix  that 
point,  and  the  facts  themselves  to  which  they 
depose  are  remote.  The  more  material  part  to 
be  examined,  is  the  state  of  the  deceased  at  and 
about  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  and  from 
thence  to  the  execution  of  the  codicil. 

At  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  the  de- 
ceased, as  I  have  said,  was  lodging  at  Mead's, 
the  engraver's.  Now,  to  this  part  of  his  his- 
tory, a  witness  has  been  examined,  whose  evi- 
dence has  been  much  observed  upon  by  both 
sides — Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram,  a  legatee  under 
this  will  in  the  sum  of  £4,000 — she  is  pro- 
duced in  opposition  to  the  papers,  and  is  in 
point  of  law  deposing  directly  against  her  own 
interest;  she  declares  upon  oath  that  she  has 
received  no  promise,  and  has  no  expectation  of 
indemnity,  if  the  will  should  be  set  aside.  It 
is  suggested,  that  she  may  expect  to  be  re- 
warded by  Mrs.  Ingram,  the  party,  who  will 
have  ample  means  of  so  doing :  that  is  possi- 
ble, but  it  is  mere  conjecture,  and  she  denies 
it:  she  is  very  distantly  related,  being  a  se- 
cond cousin  once  removed,  and  thelre  ^ne  seve- 
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ral  other  relationB  in  the  same  degree ;  and  it 
is  also  rather  hinted  that  other  persons— Mr.  Se- 
yerne  and  his  family,  are  the  most  probable  ob- 
jects of  Mrs.  Ingram's  testamentary  favour.  The 
fact  however  is,  that  she  is  deposing  directly 
against  her  interest ;  for  she  will  gain  nothii^  by 
an  intestacy,  and  will  lose  her  legacy  of  £4,000. 
She  may  have  some  bias  on  her  mind — aris- 
ing from  friendship  and  regard  for  Mrs.  In* 
gram,  and  still  more  from  what  she  may  con- 
ceive to  be  the  justice  of  the  case — which 
would  induce  the  Court  to  look  at  her  evidence 
with  caution :  but  still  she  appears  to  have  de- 
posed according  to  her  sincere  impression  of 
the  truth,  and  she  has  had  considerable  oppor- 
tunities of  forming  a  judgment  of  the  character 
of  the  deceased,  and  particularly  about  the 
most  important  period.  On  the  second  article 
she  thus  deposes :  — 

"  Deponent  (Barbara  Ingram)  first  saw  the 
"  deceased  at  Kensington  about  thirty-five 
"  years  before  his  death ;  he  called  occa- 
"  sionally  at  deponent's  aunts,  Mary  and  Ann 
"  Ingram,  with  whom,  deponent  resided  from 
"  her  childhood.  The  deceased  came  perhaps 
"  once  a  week  for  a  week  or  two  together, 
"  then  absented  himself  for  months,  perhaps 
"  a  twelvemonth  together,  without  ever  ac- 
"  counting  for  his  absence."  [This  conduct  is 
odd  and  eccentric]  "  Deponent  left  Londonr  in 
"  1792:  she  saw  the  deceased  again  in  1802, 
"  when  he  called  at  Kensington  upon  his  sister. 
''  Deponent  left  London  in  1806,  and  did  not  see-^ 
"  him  again  till  the  death  of  his  brother,  when^ 
"  she  called  at  Mead's."    [The  more  materiaZj 
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period  follows.]  ''  From  that  time  she  called 
*'  about  once  in  a  month  or  six  weeks  for  the 
satisfaction  of  his  sister — not  at  her  request 
— she  so  called  at  his*lodgings  at  Carolan's, 
^'  and  staid  ten  minutes  or  a  quarter  of  an  hour. 
''  She  continued  so  to  do  till  about  the  time  de- 
"  ceased  went  to  live  at  Wyatt's.  The  depo- 
"  nent  considers  deceased  to  have  been  de- 
*^  cidedly  imbecile  in  mind  as  long  as  she  knew 
"  him — wholly  incapable  of  the  management  of 
**  any  business  of  importance.  His  conversa- 
"  tion  marked  extreme  imbecility."  [It  is  clear 
from  the  context  that  the  deponent  means  weak- 
ness— not  absolute  idiotcy.]  "  He  rarely  con- 
"  versed  upon  any  subjects  than  what  articles 
"  of  food  were  palatable  or  unpalataUe ;  about 
"the  east  wind  being  injurious  to  health — he 
had  a  particular  aversion  to  the  east  wind,  so 
that  deponent  rarely  saw  him  that  he  did  not 
*'  so  speak  of  it.  When  deponent  called  upon 
*^  him  at  Carolan's,  after  he  had  asked  about 
"  his  sister,  the  state  of  her  health,  and  her 
"  eyes,  he  seldom  spoke  of  any  thing  but  the 
"  game  he  had  from  Wyatt's,  and  such  like 
**  trivial  subjects.  His  manners  were  eccentric 
"  and  offensive — perhaps  more  disagreeable 
"  than  eccentric — spitting  on  the  carpet  and 
**  rubbing  it  over  with  his  foot.  He  was  ex- 
"  tremely  reserved;  shy  beyond  any  thing; 
^^  but  she  does  not  consider  that  as  at  all  ac- 
"  counting  for  any  apparent  weakness  of  intel- 
^*  lect,  |br  he  was  exceedingly  frivolous ;  and 
**  said  the  same  sort  of  things  over  and  over 
^*  again — not  in  the  course  of  the  same  visit, 
*'  but  on  each  succeeding  visit  it  was  a  repeti- 
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1828.  <'  tion  of  the  same  trifling  remarks  on  the  same 
'^nk  "  frivolous  subjects  as  the  preceding.  He  did 
xJitt^iin.  **  ^^'  *al^  irrationally:  it  was  not  derangement, 
''  but  feebleness  of  understanding  that  hemani- 
''  fested^and  t/uit  he  did  uniformly.  The  deceased 
*'  also  appeared  to  be  of  a  remarkably  indolent, 
"  sluggish  disposition  —  extremely  averse  to 
"  taking  the  least  trouble  in  any  way  about  any 
''  thing.  He  spoke,  for  instance,  of  his  aversion 
'*  to  writing :  he  always  desired  deponent  to 
'^  give  his  kind  regards  to  his  sister,  but  ex- 
"  cused  himself  from  writing  to  her,  because  he 
*'  said  he  disliked  it.  His  dress  was  slovenly, 
''  and  his  whole  appearance  and  manner  were 
''  those  of  a  person  extremely  supine  and  averse 
*'  to  the  slightest  exertion.  He  was  personally 
**  civil  to  deponent :  he  came  down  to  her,  and 
"  attended  her  to  the  house  door ;  but  his  man- 
'•  ner  was  that  of  extreme  indolence  both  natu- 
''  ral  and  habitual.  He  latterly  complained 
"  very  much  of  his  eyesight — he  was  always 
•*  extremely  short-sighted.  He  was  very  deaf 
''  latterly,  so  that  to  make  herself  heard  she  was 
"  obliged  to  raise  her  voice  considerably.  He 
'*  might  be  equal  to  ordering  what  he  liked  best 
"  for  dinner,  and  to  the  payment  of  little  current 
'*  expences,  but  she  believes  him  to  have  been 
**  unequal  to  the  management  of  any  thing — 
'*  incapable  thereof  from  his  extreme  feebleness 
•*  of  intellect." — That  is,  however,  only  matter 
of  opinion. 

To  the  7th  article  she  says — **  She  once  saw 
'*  young  Wyatt  at  the  deceased's  lodgings  ii 
"  Great  Queen  Street ;    and  afterwards  hear 
**  him  mention  Wyatt  as  having  sent  him  som 
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game,  but  in  tenns  of  displeasure  for  leaving 
him  to  pay  the  carriage  <^  it :  this  he  did  on 
''  more  than  one  occasion.  All  she  ever  heard  the 
deceased  say  of  any  property  that  had  come 
to  him  by  his  brother's  death  was,  that  it  had 
come  too  late  for  him  to  enjoy  it ;  that  if  it 
**  had  come  some  years  sooner  he  might  have 
*'  had  some  enjoyment  from  it." 

If  this  description  be  tolerably   correct,   it 
shows  considerfible  weakness  of  mind,  and  ex- 
hibits a  character  much  exposed  to  fraud  and 
imposition.     It  will  be  seen  how  far  this  por- 
trait of  the  deceased  is  confirmed  as  to  its  like- 
ness.   Some  of  these  traits  are  spoken  to  by  the 
witnesses  on  both  sides — his  eccentric  manner 
— his  dirty  habits — his  shyness  and  reserve - 
his  penuriousness.    Mead,  though  the  deceased 
had  lodged  there  two  years,  would  not  suffer 
him  to  dine  with  his  family,  but  sent  him  cold 
meat  up  to  his  room — even  Carolan,  his  great 
friend  upon  whom  he  has  heaped  acts  of  bounty, 
pursued  the  same  course — at  first  (according  to 
Oriton)  the  deceased  was  allowed  to  dine  in  the 
parlour,  but  he  was  so  disagreeable  that  he  was 
sent  up  stairs — after  a  time  he  was  tried  again 
and  was  re-admitted  into  the  parlour,  but  he  was 
again  banished  to  his  own  two  pair  of  stairs 
itK>m,  and  this  witness  is  in  some  degree  cor- 
tt>borated  by  the  fact  of  the  deceaised  having 
applied  to  return  to  Mead's,  and  being  refused. 
His  penuriousness,  almost  to  a  morbid  extent, 
is  ac^owledged  by  some  of  Wyatt's  own  wit- 
nesses, who  yet  speak  very  strongly  to  their 
opinion  of  his  capacity — »for  instance.  Fountain, 
the  owner  of  the  Maiquie  <^  Oranby  public- 
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house,  and  who  supplied  the  deceased  with 
wine,  gives  this  account : 

''  The  deceased  was  in  deponent's  judgment 
''  a  well-informed  man,  and  could  be  amusing 
"  in  the  way  of  anecdote."  [This  is  proof  of 
memory.]  "  He  was  a  very  shy  man — there 
"  were  few  people  to  whom  he  would  talk.  He 
''  quoted  Shakspeare,  and  could  repeat  a  great 
"  portion  of  several  of  the  plays — he  had  evi- 
''  dently  a  good  memory.  He  did  at  aU  times 
''  conduct  himself  as  a  sensible  rational  per- 
''  son  :  the  only  thing  remarkable  was  the  diffi- 
*•  culty  of  getting  money  from  him — he  was 
"  unwilling  to  pay  money  at  any  time :  he 
''  would  allow  an  account  to  run  up  to  three  or 
''  four  pounds,  and  then  it  was  with  difficulty 
"  that  one  or  two  was  got  from  him.  The  ac- 
"  count  was  delivered  to  him  once  every  week, 
'*  and  deponent  has  known  him,  after  looking 
''  at  it,  say  he  was  charged  for  more  than  he 
*'  had ;  but  that  was  because  he  was  unwilling 
**  to  part  with  money  :  he  appeared  to  be  very 
^'  penurious,  but  in  no  respect  incapable  of  the 
"  management  of  himself  and  his  affairs." — 
That  is,  his  own  little  income. 

To  the  9th  interrogatory  he  answers — "The 
''  deceased  was  rather  singular  in  his  appear- 
"  ance ;  a  little  old  spare  man ;  very  near- 
**  sighted  and  shy ;  very  reserved  generally. 
"  He  was  dirty  in  his  appearance  and  habits  — 
''  unpleasantly  so  undoubtedly,  but  he  knew 
"  what  good  company  was,  and  could  be- 
"  have  as  correctly  as  any  man."  To  the 
lith —  "  He  was  unwilling  to  pay.  When 
''  r^pondent  represented  to  him  that  it  was 
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*'  not  customary  to  give  credit  for  such  small 
'*  articles,  it  was  still  difficult  to  get  the  money 
**  from  him,  and  then  only  a  part  at  a  time. 
"  There  was  part  of  his  account  unpaid  when 
"  deceased  left  Carolan's  house." 

Here  then,  though  for  the  last  three  years  he 
was  in  the  receipt  of  an  annual  income  of 
£2000,  he  will  not  settle  a  little  tavern  account 
of  a  few  shillings,  but  leaves  London  without 
paying  it.  Thus  he  was  either  very  penurious, 
or  else  he  did  not  comprehend  that  he  had  the 
use  and  command  of  this  property  acquired  by 
his  brother's  intestacy.  The  witness  thinks,  be- 
cause he  was  scrupulous  in  these  petty  matters, 
and  able,  in  this  feeble  manner,  to  manage  his 
own  little  income,  that  he  was  of  course  adequate 
to  the  transaction  of 'business  of  consequence, 
and  competent  to  regulate  and  understand  more 
weighty  affairs; — the  important  consideration 
will  be  how  far  he  was  able  to,  and  did  really, 
comprehend  his  new  concerns  so  as  not  to  be 
liable  to  imposition. 

Of  his  general  capacity,  an  account  very  si- 
milar to  Fountain's  is  given  of  him  after  he 
leaves  London  in  1822,  and  goes  to  Clopton 
House :  he  there  resides  with  Mr.  Henry  Wyatt 
and  his  family,  is  occasionally  driven  out  in  his 
gig,  dines  at  his  table,  in  company  with  Wyatt's 
professional  and  sporting  friends,  before  whom 
he  would  naturally  be  on  his  good  behaviour, 
and,  after  his  shyness  and  reserve  were  worn 
off,  would  occasionally  join  a  little  in  conversa- 
tion, would  talk  of  places  he  had  been  at,  quote 
little  hacknied  passages  from  Shakspeare,  and 
other  authors,  which  in  the  course  of  a  long  life 
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he  had  picked  up  and  recollected ;   and  from 
these  and  the  like  circumstances,  witnesses 
might  draw  an  inference,  and  form  an  opinion 
that  he  was  a  person  of  perfect  mind.     This 
evidence,  given  by  six  or  seven  gentlemen  of 
station,  might,  in  some  cases,  be  of  importance ; 
and  if  the  question  were  whether  the  deceased 
was  sane  or  insane,  whether  there  was  such  a 
degree  of  infirmity  of  mind  as  should  shake  the 
credit  of  witnesses  deposing  to  full  instructions 
and  testamentary  intention,  it  would   be  evi- 
dence of  great  weight  as  collateral  support  of 
such  witnesses,  and  in  opposition  to  testimony  of 
total  incapacity :  but  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
turning  on  the  degree  of  capacity  from  which, 
without  evidence  of  instructions,  and  under  cir- 
cumstances of  suspicion,  full  comprehension  of 
the  act  and  testamentary  intention  are  to  be 
inferred,  the  general  statement  and  opinion  d 
these  persons,   who  speak  to  the    deceased's 
condition  at  Clopton,  bear  with  less  force  on  the 
true  point  of  the  case.     An  old  roan  of  seventy- 
two,  very  short-sighted,  rather  deaf,  enjojring 
the  comforts  of  Mr.  Wyatt's  table,  (to  which  it 
appears  by  other  parts  of  the  evidence  he  was 
by  no  means  insensible)  —  excited  by  the  so- 
ciety and  civilities  of  Mr.  Wyatt's  friends— 
might  say  and  do  all  which  these  witnesses  at^ 
tribute  to  the  testator,   and  yet  might  possess 
an  extremely  slender,  feeble,  inert  mind,  ac- 
quiescent in  and  impressed  by  any  thing  which 
Henry  Wyatt  proposed    or    suggested  —  and 
might  have  no  sufficient  comprehension  of  the 
nature  and  effect  of  a  testamentary  instrument 
which  he  might  subscribe.     Those  mtnesses 
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indeed  who  speak  to  recognitions  must  be  dis- 
tinctly considered  ;  but  the  exact  degree  of  ca- 
pacity attributable  to  the  deceased,  and  whe- 
ther it  comes  up  to  the  exigencies  of  this  cause, 
nrast  rather  be  decided  on  other  parts  of  the 
<!vidence,  than  on  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
^t  Clopton  House. 

First,  here  are  several  letters  written  by  the 
deceased's  brother,  Edward,  which  certainly 
«how  that  the  deceased  was  not  considered  as 
an  idiot,  incapable  of  expressing  an  assent  to, 
4»  dissent  from,  the  sale  of  the  Chetwode  es- 
tate —  nay,  when  his  mind  was  brought  to  the 
consideration,  he  could  make  a  rational  observa- 
tion respecting  it,  such  as  that  it  was  adviseable 
to  sell  as  prices  were  high,  or,  as  he  expresses  it, 
**  to  make  hay  while  the  sun  shines, ' '  and  the  like ; 
but  the  correspondence  ends  without  any  final 
answer  being  obtained  from  him :  he  could  never 
be  fixed  to  any  decision.  This  then  proves  no 
more  than  that  he  was  held  not  disqualified  to 
do  a  legal  act  binding  his  property,  or,  as  is 
admitted,  that  he  had  a  testable  capacity. 

The  next  set  of  exhibits,  is  the  rental  and 
observations  on  the  Clopton  estate,  made  in 
1800  by  Edward  Clopton  and  sent  to  his  sister 
Barbara;  and,  in  1818,  on  the  death  of  the 
elder  brother,  forwarded  by  the  sister  to  the 
deceased  and  endorsed  by  her  "  for  the  infor- 
"  mation  of  my  brother  John  Ingram."  These, 
again,  only  show  that  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram  did 
at  that  time  consider  that  the  deceased  was  not 
incapable  of  understanding  such  documents,  if 
he  applied  his  mind  to  the  subject ;  or  at  all 
events  that  it  was  her  duty  to  place  these  papers 
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in  his  hands ;  but  she  had  not  seen  him  for  many 
years. 

I  come,  thirdly,  to  the  deceased's  own  letters^ 
and  they  are  of  great  importance :  they  esta- 
blish  testamentary  capacity  to  a  certain  extent 
beyond  all  doubt ;  nay,  that  he  was  aware,,  in 
some  degree,  of  his  rights,  and  capable  of  com- 
prehending some  matters  respecting  his  pro- 
perty, or  at  least,  respecting  parts  of  it. 
His  letter  written  immediately  upon  hearing 
of  his  brother's  death  to  Mr.  Grantham,  the 
tenant  of  the  Chetwode  estate,  is  exhibited,  and 
it  is  in  these  terms  : — 


a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
<t 

i( 


"  Sir, 
''  My  Brother  having  departed  this  life,  the 
whole  rent  of  the  estate  of  Course  comes  to 
me,  so  you  may  pay  it  in  to  the  Banker  in 
Fleet  Street,  with  a  draft  for  me  to  receive  it, 
or  to  Mrs.  B.  Ingram  at  Thenford,  My  Bio- 
ther  Dying  without  leaveing  a  will,  it  is  not  yet 
known  what  other  property  he  has  left  You 
will  I  hope  let  me  have  it  soon,  as  you  are 
much  behind  hand  in  your  payments,  and  I 
am  at  present  out  of  Cash,  do  not  forget  to 
prevent  my  writeing  again. 

*'  Your  most  humble  servant, 
London,  May  29th  "  J  Ingram" 

18. 


This  letter  carries  at  first  sight  more  weig 
with  it  than  it  is  entitled  to,  when  coupled  wi 
the    other  letters.       It    relates    only    to 
Chetwode    estate,   which  he  had    long    ha 
jointly  with  his  brother;   and  it  shows  he  w»^ 
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aware  that  the  other  moiety  of  that  estate  de- 
Yolved  of  course  on  him  by  his  brother's  death. 
But  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  he  had  been 
in  correspondence  respecting  the  sale  of  that 
property,  and  that  it  was  an  object  with  which 
his  mind,  however  dull  and  sluggish,  had  long 
been  familiarized.  In  this  very  letter  there  are 
symptoms  of  very  limited  faculties — "  The  rent 
'*  is  to  be  sent  as  usual  either  to  his  Banker  in 
"  Fleet  Street  or  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram  at  Tlien- 
"  ford" — not  to  him  or  his  own  bankers,  Martin 
and  Company — that  change  of  place  does  not 
occur  to  his  mind — no  such  "  thought  or  reflec- 
"  tion"  originates  with  him — he  is  "  anxious 
for  this  cash" — ^but  does  not  seem  aware  that 
the  Clopton  estate  had  descended  to  him,  which 
was  nearly  of  ten  times  the  value  of  the  other : 
Chetwode  therefore  was  now  become  compara- 
tively a  trifling  object,  yet  it  alone  is  mentioned 
by  the  deceased.  Grantham  comes  to  town 
and  calls  upon  him  at  Mead's,  and  says,  he  made 
rational  enquiries  and  held  rational  conversa- 
tion about  this  Chetwode  property — to  that  ex- 
tent his  attention  is  excited — he  comprehends 
and  understands,  and  is  alive  to,  what  relates  to 
this  little  estate.  So  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram  de- 
poses, **  all  she  ever  heard  him  say  about  his 
"  brother's  property  was  that  it  had  come  too 
"  late  for  him  to  enjoy  it"—  not  entering  how- 
ever into  any  particulars  which  show  his  appre- 
hension of  the  extent  of  the  addition  :  he  might 
still  only  allude  to  Chetwode. 

The  next  exhibit  is  the  bond  on  taking  admi- 
nistration to  his  brother.  The  fact  of  taking 
administration  and  executing  this  bond  under 


1828. 

Easter 

Term, 

1ft  SenioD. 


Ingram 
Wyatt. 


416 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


1828. 

Eastbr 

Term. 

l«t  Sewioo. 

Ingram 

o. 
Wyatt. 


the  circumstances  go  but  a  little  way  to  demon- 
strate the  extent  of  his  capacity.     Here  were 
Seveme,  acting  for  the  sister,  and  Wyatt,  the 
old  agent  of  the  estates,  with  the  deceased-; — 
He  was  old — rather  deaf — nearly  blind — ^not  in 
the  habit  of  business ; — the  active  part  would 
naturally  devolve  on  Wyatt  and  Severne — ^the 
merely  formal  part  on  the  deceased :  it  proves 
that  he  was  not  an  idiot,  who  could  not  be  ex^ 
hibited,   and  go  through  the  forms  of  execut- 
ing such  an  instrument  and  of  transferring  the 
property  under  an  administration,  in  the  pre- 
sence and  under  the  direction  of  friends ;  but 
the  mere  circumstance  of  having  gone  through 
the  forms  of  such  business  when  accompanied 
by  Wyatt  and  Seveme,  affords  but  very  slender 
proof  of  his  activity  and  apprehension  in  manag- 
ing  and  transacting  business.  To  give  greater  ef- 
fect to  this  occurrence,  no  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  executor  has  been  offered  of  any  sort — ^no 
person  has  been  produced  to  show  that  he  took  a 
prominent  part  in  the  business — or  gave  direc- 
tions or  assistance  respecting  it — he  does  not 
say  any  thing  to  Mead  that  he  was  going  to 
transact,   or  had  been   transacting  any  such 
business.   He  makes  no  reference  to  it,  nor  has 
any  conversation,   as  from  himself,   with  his 
bankers.  At  his  bankers,  however,  the  arrange- 
ment already  noticed  was  made,  viz.  that  Wyatt 
should  receive  the  rents  of  the  estate  and  remit 
them  to  the  bankers,  who,  when  their  balance 
exceeded  £500,  were  to  purchase  stock.     This 
arrangement  (as  has  been  argued)  carries  with 
it  inferences  of  the   deceased's  weakness  of 
mind  and  inaptitude  for  business,  and  that  it 
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HTBS  necessary  to  act  for  him  by  l|  JKirt  of  guar- 
dianship : — he  was  living  in  Loii||^^  he  might 
therefore  from  time  to  time  have  ^en  his  own 
directions — if  he  chose  the  remittances  to  be 
made  to  the  bankers,  he  might  have  desired  to 
1>e  advised  of  such  remittances  by  his  agent — 
he  might  have  enquired  at  his  bankers  of  the 
state  of  his  balance — ^he  might  have  had  a 
banker's  book — he  would  naturally  have  done 
all  this  or  something  of  the  kind  if  he  were  in 
the  management  of  his  own  concerns; — ^but 
there  is  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  in  explanation ; 
nothing  to  prove  that  the  arrangement  origi- 
nated with  the  deceased,  or  was  discussed  or 
Improved  by  him  with  intelligence  and  under- 
standing. After  this  arrangement  is  made  there 
is  no  letter  to  show  that  Mr.  Wyatt  ever  advised 
him  of  any  remittance,  or  acted  as  if  he  consi- 
dered the  deceased  had  the  least  knowledge  or 
comprehension  of  these  matters.  All  that 
Wyatt  does  (so  far  as  appears)  is  in  June  1 820 
— at  the  end  of  two  years — ^to  pass  a  sort  of  ac- 
count with  the  deceased,  in  which  the  remit- 
tances are  lumped — £550,  in  one  year — £1690, 
in  the  other.  The  account  is  signed  by  the  de- 
ceased— no  voucher  is  referred  to,  nor,  as  far 
as  appears,  produced — nor  is  there  even  a  date 
to  any  one  item  of  receipt  or  expenditure.  There 
is  no  banker's  book,  nor  is  there  any  thing  to 
show  that  the  deceased  ever  makes  a  single 
enquiry  whether  the  money  was  remitted  or 
whether  the  surplus  was  laid  out. — ^The  only 
time  the  banker's  book  is  made  up  is  in  1821, 
just  when  the  will  was  signed — it  is  then  copied 
out  una  contextu  from  the  banker's  ledger — the 
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Stock  rec^yato  and  four  drafts  are  stuffed  into 
the  pockeil^^£<^It  was  found  in  his  box  at  Caio* 
lan's  after  hits  death ;  but  that  there  was  any 
prior  account  from  his  bankers,  or  any  subse- 
quent account — though  he  remained  a  year 
longer  in  London — there  is  not  the  slightest 
trace  during  the  whole  period  from  1818  to 
1822.  The  fact  itself — the  conduct  of  the  par- 
ties— the  conduct  of  the  deceased — ^bespeak  so 
strongly  his  inertness,  his  indolence,  his  in- 
activity, his  acquiescence,  that  it  does  not 
require  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Seveme  to  confirm 
that  view  of  it : — it  does  not  however  prove  want 
of  testable  capacity,  if  properly  put  in  motion 
and  called  forth.  If,  in  this  arrangement,  it 
could  be  shown  that  it  originated  with  the  de- 
ceased— that  he  had  proposed  it  as  saving  him 
trouble — that  he  had  even  upon  discussion  and 
consideration  and  the  assignment  of  proper  rea- 
sons agreed,  or  even,  if  afterwards,  he  had  been 
active  in  executing  this  arrangement  and  in 
carrying  it  into  operation,  the  unfavourable  im- 
pression produced  by  it  might  have  been  taken 
off— it  might  possibly  have  told  in  favour  of 
capacity — but  the  only  evidence  produced  is 
quite  the  other  way.  Mr.  Severne  deposes  that 
the  deceased  was  a  mere  cipher  throughout  -the 
whole  business.  Mr.  Seveme  is  undoubtedly  " 
a  strong  partizan — he  has  the  management  of3 
the  cause — he  is  tlierefore  a  biassed  and  preju — 
diced  witness,  to  be  heard  with  caution,  particu — 
larly  in  matters  of  opinion  and  inference — bu"" 
looking  at  his  whole  evidence,  I  see  no  reasons 
to  disbelieve  him  on  matters  of  fact.  But  upo 
this  part  of  the  case  the  facts  speak  for  theno- 
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jselves  and  demonstrate  that  th|||ieceased  was 
not  so  active  and  alive  to  concenb  of  import- 
ance as  to  be  in  no  degree  in  danger  of  circum- 
vention and  influence.  He  is  by  this  arrange- 
ment treated  as  a  child — as  a  person  whose 
afiaiFS  were  necessarily  to  be  conducted  for 
him; — and  his  own  subsequent  inactivity  re- 
specting it  confirms  the  character  of  inertness 
and  indolence  described  by  Mrs.  .Barbara  In- 
gram. 

The  next  occurrence  in  order  of  time  is  the 
change  of  name.  Upon  that  occasion  Mr.  Gre^ 
gory  (the  partner  of  Mr.  Adlington)  had  some 
dight  intercourse  with  him — I  say  slight,  be- 
cause he  deposes  that  he  understood  the  busi- 
ness had  been  arranged  with  Mr.  Wyatt ;  —  the 
Bxpences  were  paid  by  Mr.  Wyatt  and  are 
charged  in  his  accounts :  the  deceased,  therefore, 
had  only  to  go  through  the  formal  parts  under 
the  guidance  of  Mr.  Gregory,  who  once  also 
attended  him  to  the  Accountant  General's  office 
to  identify  him,  in  order  that  he  might  receive  a 
sum  of  money.  On  these  two  occasions  he  ap- 
peared to  understand  the  business  and  conducted 
himself  as  a  rational  person.  These  transactions 
are  so  slight  that  they  are  of  no  great  effect  in 
fixing  the  extent  of  the  deceased's  mental  pow- 
ers, nor  in  ascertaining  whether  he  was  so  far 
alive  to  his  interests  as  to  be  in  no  danger  of  im- 
position. 

To  return,  however,  to  the  deceased's  own  let- 
ters, which  certainly  constitute  the  strongest 
part  of  the  case  in  support  of  the  general 
capacity.      Letter  "I"  is  dated    the  20th  of 
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December    1818»    and    is    addressed    to    Mr. 
Wyatt :— 


n 


Sir 


"  This  is  to  inform  you,  there  has  been  a  Let- 
ter sent  to  me  at  my  former  Lodgins,  which 
I  have  long  ago  left,  as  you  might  not  know 
this,  I  did  suppose  it  was  from  you  or  my 
Bucks  Tennant,  which  I  should  be  glad  to 
know,  it  was  of  course  taken  back  to  the  Post 
Office,  not  finding  me,  my  Address  at  present 
is  at  No  94  Charlotte  Street  rathbone  place, 
where  you  direct  in  future  and  let  Mr.  Gran- 
tam  know  soon  as  you  see  him»  Illness  pre- 
vented my  coming  down  as  intended,  but  I 
mean  it  soon  to  spend  the  remainder  of  my 
days  as  I  am  quite  tired  of  the  Town,  dont 
forget  about  raising  the  rent  of  the  Bucks 
estate,  as  it  ought  to  have  been  done  long  be- 
fore this  time,  I  shall  expect  to  hear  soon  from 
you,  and  what  Money  you  have  paid  in  on  my 
account — I  am  your  Humble  Servant, 

**  J.  Ingram/' 


Here  again,  the  Buckinghamshire  estate  — 
Chetwode —  is  the  burden  of  the  song — not  a 
word  about  Clopton — nor  about  the  remittances 
to  his  bankers;  for  ''  paid  in  on  my  account'' 
might  have  referred  to  the  Chetwode  rent,  which 
was  to  be  paid  in  Fleet  Street  or  to  his  sister. 
It  might  certainly  have  some  relation  to  the  ar- 
rangement— but  so  little  active  and  alive  was 
he  to  his  own  concerns  and  business  that  he  had 
not  even  sent  his  address,  though  he  had 
changed  his  lodgings  from  Mead's  to  Carolan' 
mx  months  before. 
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Letter  "  K,"  annexed  to  Wyatt*s  general  in- 
^errogatorieS)  is  pretty  much  of  the  same  cha- 
iracter:  it  is  dated  January  6th  1819;  and 
addressed  to  Mr.  Wyatt : — 


"  Dear  Sir, 
"  I  have  received  your  long  Letter ;  but  you 
make  no  mention  whether  Grantham  has  paid 
his  rent,  which  has  been  due,  long  before  this 
time,  when  I  was  last  at  Martins  with  you  I 
signed  some  paper,  what  it  was  I  know  not, 
perhaps  that  be  a  power  of  Attorney  for  him 
to  receive  my  new  Dividend,  I  have  not  been 
there  since,  I  mean  to  call  soon,  as  also  upon 
your  Agent  as  you  wish  me  you  will  settle 
matters  with  the  Bucks  Tennant,  that  may  be 
the  means  of  making  the  estate  more  valua- 
ble is  what  I  wish,  or  else  sell  it,  if  a  good 
purchaser  is  to  be  found,  I  suppose  you  come 
to  Town  in  the  Winter  if  you  do  shall  be  glad 
to  see  you,  Mr.  Severn  has  called  twice,  I 
have  no  more  to  say  at  present. 

"  J.  Clopton." 


«c 

«c 
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Here  is  the  same  harping  on  the  Bucking- 
hamshire tenant.  Here  is  evidence  that  he  had 
not  been  at  his  bankers  for  six  months,  and 
that  he  did  not  know  what  he  had  signed  — 
"  I  signed  some  paper,  what  it  was  I  know  not" 
— ^this  is  strong  proof  of  great  inertness  and 
weakness  of  mind,  not  amounting  to  absolute 
idiotcy,  but  rendering  him  liable  to  be  much  im- 
posed on :  it  looks  as  if  he  would  sign  any 
thing  which  a  person  in  whom  he  had  confi- 
dence would  place  before  him.    The  other  let- 
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■  ^828.       ters  go  on  Very  much  in  the  same  form  :  the 
Easter      ncxt  is  dated  on  the  Wth  of  January  : 

Term, 
l%t  SesBion. 

, —  "  Dear  Sir, 

Ingram  ,  ' 

V.  "I  have  received  the  Game  you  sent  up,  but 

*'  prefer  any  thing  in  the  poultry  way  such  as 
'*  Capons  or  Ducks  which  I  will  be  obliged  to 
"  you  to  send  soon  as  possible  a  Brace  of  Each, 
•'  should  they  not  be  to  be  had  send  any  thing 
"  you  can  catch,  Pidgeons  or  wild  rabbits,  but  no- 
**  thing  stalled  fed,  by  which  you  will  much 
**  oblige  your  very  Humble  Servant, 

"  J.  Clopton." 

"  L"  is  a  letter  addressed  to  Henry  Wyatt : 

■ 

'*  My  Dear  Sir, 
"  I  have  been  favord  with  your  obliging  Let- 
*'  ter,  and  inform  you  I  shall  continue  in  Town 
"  till  your  Father  comes  to  settle  the  business 
**  with  regard  to  the  stamp  office  and  when  that 
"  is  done  I  mean  to  pay  a  visit  to  Stratford — I 
*'  am  not  quite  so  well  in  health  as  I  could  wish, 
"  but  perhaps  the  country  air  may  mend  me,  I 
'*  do  not  know  what  Cash  has  been  paid  into 
*'  the  Bankers,  but  I  find  the  Bucks  Tennant, 
"  miich  behind  Hand,  he  must  be  looked  after 
'*  being  a  Farmer  who  thinks  of  no  bodys  wants 
'*  but  their  own,  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  leave 
''  London,  having  been  so  long  confined  in  it, 
''  and  the  noise  and  bustle  does  not  at  all  agree 
**  with  me,  I  like  the  Town  of  Stratford  much 
"  as  the  roads  about  it  are  good,  I  can  divide 
"  my  time  between  it  and  Warwick,  perhaps 
*'  take  a  peep  of  Leamington  spa  which  I  hear 
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"  is  increasing  very  fast  in  Building  but  it  being 
"  a  public  place  I  should  not  continue  long 
"  there  I  have  no  more  to  add  at  present,  but 
*'  remain  your  most  obedient  Humble  Servant, 

"  J.  Clopton. 
"  London  June  1st  — 19." 
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There  is  nothing  in  this  letter  sounding  to 
folly,  nor  on  the  other  hand — which  is  most  ma- 
terial— any  thing  to  show  a  capacity  for  ma- 
naging or  comprehending  his  situation  and 
property,  nor  to  prove  that  he  had  turned  his 
attention  to  them.  All,  in  that  respect,  relates 
to  the  Buckinghamshire  tenant  alone.  It  is  a 
trifling  letter,  such  as  a  schoolboy  would  write. 
He  talks  of  leaving  London  and  of  going  into 
the  country :  it  indicates  that  degree  of  intel- 
lect which  renders  him  neither  idiot  nor  lunatic, 
but  it  does  not  manifest  that  knowledge  of  the 
world  and  of  business  which  would  guard  him 
against  circumvention. 

^*  M  "  is  addressed  to  Mr.  Wyatt : 


**  Dear  Sir, 
"  Your  stay  in  Town  was  so  very  short,  I  had 
not  time  to  make  mention  of  all  I  wished  to 
say,  you  know  very  well  I  have  had  none  of 
Grantham's  rent  since  you  paid  me  last,  and 
is  now  a  year,  I  want  to  know,  if  he  has  paid 
in  any  since  that  time,  and  whenever  he  does 
in  future  you  will  be  so  good  as  to  let  me 
know,  you  paid  me  one  half  years  rent  at  my 
old  lodgings,  last  summer,  none  have  I  had 
to  this  time,  when  I  call  at  the  Bankers  I  in- 
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quire  if  any  of  the  Bucka  rent  is  paid  depa* 
rate  from  any  other  stock,  so  you  will  let  me 
know  when  any  is  paid  in,  and  I  shall  kn^w 
when  I  call,  here  has  been  nothing  but  foul 
weather  since  you  left  Town,  I  mean  to  be 
down  soon  as  possible  pray  remember  me  ta 
all  your  Family,.  I  am  yours, 

**  J.  Clopton. 
"  London  June  29th— 19." 


This  again  is  still  confined  to  the  Buckii^' 
hamshire  tenant — his  mind  cannot  get  beyond 
that.  If  he  had  inquired  at  the  Bankers  he 
would  have  learnt  that  £700  or  £800  had  been 
remitted  to  them,  in  addition  to  the  dividends 
received  on  the  stock,  and  he  might  have  got  any 
money  he  wanted. 

"  N  "  is  in  these  terms : 
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*'  Dear  Sir, 
''  I  am  sorry  I  have  not  been  able  to  come 
down  to  Stratford,  according  to  my  promise, 
owing  to  ill  health,  I  did  not  think  it  safe  to 
Travell  alone,  but  I  made  every  preparation 
for  coming  down,  to  stay  allways  as  I  should 
not  like  to  have  my  Bones  laid  in  London 
when  I  depart  this  Life,  the  Bucks  rent  yon 
must  remit  to  me  or  pay  it  in  to  the  Banker, 
as  by  this  time  there  will  be  another  half  year 
Due,  I  have  received  the  game  you  sent  last, 
which  were  very  good,  I  only  wait  for  a  Com- 
panion, going  the  same  way,  and  I  have  met 
with  one,  who  goes  by  the  Birmingham  six 
Clock  Coach  and  stops  at  the  White  Lion 
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^'  about  Eight  to  Breakfast,  this  is  the  coavey- 
***  ance,  I  mean  to  come  by,  sooner  or  later,  I 
**  shall  add  nothing  more  at  present,  only  to  say, 
^'  I  am  at  this  time  at  the  same  No  94  Charlotte 
^*  Street  Fitzroy  Square. 

*'  Your  most  Obedient  Servant, 

**  J.  Clopton> 
**  London  Oct.  29th— 19^ 
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**  N  1."  is  also  to  Mr.  Wyatt : 
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**  Dear  Sir, 
**  I  have  received  both  your  letters,  and  you 
are  here  informed  I  give  my  consent  to  your 
filling  up  the  place  of  the  old  Tennant,  I  am 
sorry  to  hearof  your  son's  illness,  but  this  win- 
ter has  been  so  severe  as  to  afiect  all  ages, 
the  Game  he  sent,  I  had  safe,  but  wondered 
to  find  tlie  conveyance  not  paid,  as  always 
has  been  before,  so  that  in  future,  it  must 
come  carriage  paid,  I  have  not  yet  been  after 
the  Chancery  Money,  but  will  stay  till  you 
come  to  Town,  I  shall  add  no  more  at  present, 
as  writing  is  very  troublesome  to  me,  so  re- 
main your  H  St 

"  London  Feby  23d  J  Clopton" 

20, 


This  letter  confirms  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram's 
evidence^  that  he  was  angry  game  was  sent  to 
him  without  the  carriage  being  paid,  and  shows 
^at  he  was  not  aware  that  if  paid  at  Stratford 
it  would  form  an  item  in  his  .Aunt's  account. 
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'  *  O  "  is  addressed  to  Henry  Wyatt : 

"  Dear  Sir, 

**  I  have  received  the  papers  with  your  letter 
inclosed,  and  will  take  care,  what  you  men- 
tion shall  be  done,  I  should  have  seen  you  be- 
fore now,  had  it  not  been  for  the  badness  of 
the  weather  for  the  very  Day  I  had  fixed  .for 
my  departure,  which  was  Monday  week, 
turned  out  a  complete  wet  one,  and  it  has  not 
been  settled  weaUier  since,  I  mean  to  come 
yet,  for  I  think  September  the  pleasantest 
Month  in  year  for  Travel,  if  you  remember, 
I  told  you  when  you  was  last  in  Town,  I 
would  not  have  you  send  up  any  Game,  till  it 
is  wrote  for,  as  I  have  no  convenience  of 
cooking  it,  if  I  come  down  I  shall  spend  all 
this  year  with  you,  but  you  shall  hear  further 
from  me,  should  I  wish  you  to  come  and  fetch 
me,  but  do  not  send  any  Game  at  present  re- 
member me  to  all  your  Familly,  I  remain  Sr 
Your  most  H,  Servant 

"  London  August  30h — 20    John  Clopton'  ' 

This  letter  raises  the  standard  of  his  intel- 
lects no  higher. 

Letter  "  P"  is  written  to  Mr,  Wyatt : 

"  Dear  Sir, 

"  Perhaps  you  will  think  it  strange,  you  have 

"  not  received  your  papers  yet,  but  I  must  beg 

"  leave  to  inform  you  I  cannot  chuse  to  put  my 

''  signature  to  them,  as  I  pay  enough  to  Gor 

vernment,  as  it  is,  if  I  employ  Gamekeepers, 

my  outgoings  will  be  so  much  the  more,  and  I 
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do  not  receive  any  benefit  by  it,  if  I  lived  at 
the  estate,  it  then  would  be  proper,  as  to  what 
others  have  done  before  me,  is  no  rule  for  me 
to  go  by,  I  have  seen  Mr.  Severn,  who  came 
np  to  Town  in  a  great  huny  owing  to  the 
death  of  a  relation  I  meant  to  have  been 
down  before  now,  but  I  have  been  very  un- 
well, and  the  weather  has  been  very  cold  and 
changen,  it  may  happen  that  I  may  come  yet, 
should  I  not,  I  will  send  you  the  packet,  but 
I  do  not  mean  to  put  my  name  to  them,  my 
Compliments  to  all  your  Familly 

"  I  am  Sr  your  very  Obedient  Hbe  St 
"  London  Octr  3    20.  J  Clopton" 

Exhibit  "  Q  "  is  addressed  to  Henry  Wyatt  : 

**  Dear  Sir, 
"  It  is  now  along  time  since  I  last  heard  from 
you,  wherein  you  made  mention,  as  to  the 
incroachments  made  on  my  estate,  which  you 
might  be  assured  I  should  give  a  negative  to, 
as  I  consider  it  no  better  than  a  robbery,  but 
as  you  have  the  management  of  the  Estate, 
I  did  suppose  you  would  settle  it  to  my  ad- 
vantage, I  thought  you  would  have  been  in 
Town,  before  now,  as  I  wished  to  see  you,  I 
will  come  down  soon  as  I  can,  but  I  have  been 
very  poorly  of  lately,  we  have  had  a  deal  of 
cold  weather  in  Town,  but  I  hope  it  will  soon 
change  for  the  better,  I  shall  add  no  more  at 
present,  only  to  remind  you  about  paying  in 
the  rent,  to  the  Banking  House 

"  I  am  Sr  Your  very  HSt 
**  London  June.  26    21         John  Clopton" 
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''Q/'  1.  is  the  last  of  this  collection  of  letters, 
and  is  addressed  to  Henry  Wyatt : 

"  Dear  Sir, 

''  I  return  you  thanks  for  your  obliging  let- 
"  ter,  but  tell  your  wife,  never  to  send  me  a 
''  Goose  in  future,  as  it  is  what  I  dislike,  any 
''  other  will  do,  but  that  she  could  not  tell,  my 
''  pallet,  I  had  none  of  it,  I  gave  it  to  Mr.  C 
[Mr.  Carolan  I  suppose]  ''  and  his  wife  who  like 
**  it.  You  give  an  account  of  your  journey,  I  did 
''  not  suppose  you  would  like  that  Country  long, 
**  tliere  has  been  nothing  but  wet  Weather  in 
*'  Town  since  I  saw  you  last,  you  mentioned 
"  about  coming  up  in  Octr  or  November,  which 
'^  if  you  do,  there  will  be  no  occasion  to  come 
'*  on  purpose  for  me,  unless  you  chuse  it,  give 
"  my  Compliments  to  your  wife,  and  say  I  shall 
"  be  glad  to  accept  of  any  thing  but  Goose,  I 
"  think  you  would  like  South  Wales,  but  north 
''is  to  much  of  mountain,  tho  the  mutton  is 
"  much  finer. 

"  I  am  Sr  your  very  H  St 

*'  London  Octr  4  —  21  J  Clopton" 


This  shows  frivolity  of  mind,  that  he  was 
fond  of  eating  and  considered  it  of  great  import- 
ance. It  begins  witli  tlie  goose  and  ends  with 
the  goose. 

These  exhibits  though  they  negative  idiotcy, 
or  total  incapacity — though  tliey  prove  he  was 
testable,  provided  it  were  shown  that  in  doing 
the  act  he  really  wished  to  dispose  of  his  pro- 
perty, and  cleariy  apprehended  and  understood 
what  he  was  doing ;  yet  they  do  not  establish 
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that  complete  understanding  and  perfect  capa- 
city, that  a  mere  bare  act  of  execution  shall  in- 
fer full  knowledge  of  the  nature  and  contents, 
under  such  circumstances  that  the  Court  must 
require  to  be  satisfied  that  no  imposition  was 
practised. 

Two  matters  which  would  have  been  of  the 
highest  importance  to  the  executor  I  have  in 
Tiun  looked  for  in  these  letters. — First;  some 
active  attention  to  this  great  property  which  the 
deceased  had  acquired  by  his  brother's  death, 
or  even  some  knowledge  of  its  nature  and  ex- 
tent and  of  his  rights  regarding  it — but  scarcely 
a  reference  to  it  is  to  be  found :  Secondly,  some 
trace  of  an  intention  to  give  this  property 
to  Henry  Wyatt — or  even  of  affection  and  par- 
ticnlar  regard  and  partiality  for  him,  so  as  to 
Tender  the  existence  of  such  a  purpose  in  the 
deceased's  mind  probable ;  but  there  is  nothing 
-going  to  either  point. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  I  consider  what  ob- 
"▼ions  and  naturcd  acts  are  omitted  to  be  done — 
there  is  no  one  matter  of  business,  wherein  he 
iras  engaged,  that  he  takes  such  a  part  as  indi- 
cates his  ability  to  manage  his  concerns.  I  have 
already  noticed  the  arrangement  at  the  Bankers 
— in  which  he  appears  a  perfect  cypher — a 
mere  instrument ; — and  have  remarked  on  his 
subsequent  inactivity  in  respect  to  that  arrange- 
ment :  — further,  he  takes  no  share  in  the  ma- 
nagement or  conduct  of  the  Clopton  estate  — 
even  after  he  goes  down  to  Clopton  he  pays  n- 
attention  to  it — he  takes  no  view  of  it — he 
makes  no  enquiries  about  it — he  never  asks 
whether  the  farms  are  advantageously  let? — 
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^Q'^Q*       whether  there  are  good  tenants? — who  have 
EAtTRa       paid  their  rents — or  who  are  in  arrear  ? 

iJa^ou,        ^  lit^^  ^^^  h^  l<>ol^  ^^^^  ^^^  manage  hi» 
personal  property  while  resident  in  London  — 
V-         he  never  informed  himself  whether  the  remit- 
tances were    regularly  made  by  his  agent  — 
whether    the  dividends  were  duly  received  — 
whether  the  surplus  was  properly  laid  out?  —  he 
draws  for  his  £36  half  yearly  just  as  before  his 
brother's  death — but  as  far  as  his  acts  and 
conduct  go  there  is  no  one  circumstance  to  es- 
tablish that  he  was  aware  he  had  the  right  and 
power  of  using  that  great  addition  to  his  for- 
tune—  the  remaining  portion  of  Chetwode  is 
tlic  only  part  of  which  (so  far  as  appears)  he 
had  any  notion :   he  goes  on  as  before  in  his 
lodgings  at  8  shillings  per  week,  haggling  and 
disputing  about  paying  for  his  weekly  supplies 
at  the  tavern; — discharging  that  account,  bit 
by  bit ; — and  going  out  of  Town  in  1822  leaving 
part  of  Fountain's  bill — a  pound  or  two — un- 
paid.    From  some  frivolous  obstacle  or  other, 
he  is  four  years  making  up  his  mind  to  go  down 
to  Stratford  ;  the  vis  inertia  was  strong,  but  at 
last  with  great  difficulty  he  induces  himself  to 
leave  London. 

The  result  of  the  evidence  upon  this  head  of 
capacity  is,  that  he  was  a  very  weak  man; — 
that  judging  l)oth  from  what  he  did,  and  from 
what  he  omitted  to  do — his  understanding  wae 
much  below  par,  and  the  legal  standard  of  per 
foct  capacity; — that  Inertness,  Inactivity,  Id 
doleu(*e,  Torpidity  of  mind.  Inattention  to  h 
large  property,  were  the  leading  characteristic 
and  symptoms  of  his  Mcakness ;  —  that  he  v- 
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therefore  (to  take  it  no  higher,)  a  person  so  far       18^8- 
liable  to  be  imposed  upon  as  to  require  the      easter 
Court  to  look  with  vigilance  and  jealousy  into     ig?^ir»"'„„. 
the  proofs  of  the f actum; — that  he  might  pos- 
sess a  testable  capacity  ; — and  that  very  strong  t. 
and  clear  evidence  of  the  factum  and  of  free  and 
active  testamentary  intention  might  establish 
the  executor's  case. 

Is  there  such  evidence  ? 

First,  is  there  any  thing  to  lead  up  to  the 
intention  of  making  this  disposition  of  his  pro- 
perty ?  On  the  one  side  it  is  said  that  it  is  a 
probable  disposition ;  while  on  the  other  it  is  as 
Btrqngly  maintained  that  it  is  an  improbable 
disposition.  In  cases  where  there  is  any  doubt 
-of  capacity  or  any  suspicion  of  fraud,  evidence 
of  affection  and  testamentary  declarations  are 
generally  adduced  to  prepare  the  mind  of  the 

-  Court,  and  to  conduct  as  it  were  to  the  testa- 
mentary act.  It  was  argued — that  the  sister 
was  far  advanced  in  life  and  was  already  amply 
provided  for,  —  that  he  thought  himself  ill  used 
by  his  relations  —  and  that  it  was  not  extraor- 

-  dinary  he  should  take  a  liking  to  this  young 
man  and  give  him  his  fortune.  And  certainly 
in  that  statement  there  is  nothing  improbable 
if  there  were  any  proof  of  it : —  but  on  the  other 
hand,  his  sister  was  not  his  only  relation ;  his 
cousin,  Mrs.  Mary  Ingram  was  living  when  these 
instructions  were  made  —  she  did  not  die  till 
the  14th  of  December  1824 — she  outlived  the 
deceased  (Henry  Wyatt's  letter  on  the  death  of 
the  deceased  is  addressed  to  her)  and  under  her 

'  will  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram  acquired  a  consider- 
able addition  to  her  fortune  and  was  one  of  her 
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executors.  The  present  will  therefore  not  only 
cuts  off  his  sister,  but  excludes  his  cousins  and 
his  whole  family,  and  adopts  a  stranger  ih  blood 
against  the  ordinary  presumptions  of  law  which 
favours  those  allied  by  kindred.  In  respect  to 
complaints  against  his  relations :  it  is  true  that 
he  and  his  brother  do  not  seem  to  have  been 
upon  terms  of  much  cordiality  or  kindness  — 
they  were  joint  residuary  legatees  of  their  fa- 
ther— but  the  deceased  had  dissipated  all  his 
share  over  which  he  had  any  power,  and  might 
be  angry  with  his  brother  for  not  affording  him 
the  means  of  indulging  in  his  extravagance  and 
eccentricities  ;  but  from  his  sister  he  did  receive 
assistance  even  beyond  her  limited  funds  — 
through  her  he  was  furnished  with  supplies  from 
his  brother,  who  concealed  from  the  deceased 
that  the  relief  came  from  him  —  and  as  far  as 
the  deceased  was  capable  of  affection,  he  did 
to  the  last  of  his  residence  in  London  make 
kind  enquiries  after  his  sister  and  send  his  kind 
regards  to  her  :  there  is  no  trace  of  disaffection 
towards  her  before  the  will  was  made :  he  mighty 
it  is  true,  from  some  fancy  or  caprice  take  ol 
liking  to  Henry  Wyatt  and  adopt  him  as  a  son  7 
but  where  is  the  proof  of  it,  previous  to,  and  i 
aid  of  these  acts  ?  If,  in  conversation  with 
bankers  or  with  Mr.  Gregory  or  with  Mr.  Foutt- 
tain  or  with  any  other  person,  he  had  made  fre- 
quent declarations  to  this  effect,  they  might  be 
important ;  but  there  is  not  a  hint  of  the  sort; 
there  is  no  expression  of  affection  for  Heoiy 
Wyatt —  no  declaration  of  any  kind,  by  word  or 
by  letter,  even  as  to  making  a  will  disposing  of 
his  property  at  all — much  less  in  favour  of 
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Wyatt.  On  the  other  hand  here  is  not  a  mere 
declaration,  but  a  formal  act  in  his  own  hand 
writing  and  attested,  quite  negativing  any  such 
intention  up  to  a  date  long  subsequent  to  his 
brother's  death.  I  refer  to  that  which  has  been 
denominated  ^'  the  will  of  interment."  It  is 
rather  a  strange  act,  strangely  expressed,  but 
not  unsuitable  to  the  character,  weak  intellects, 
and  feelings  of  the  deceased : 


U 

€4 
4t 


"  The  last  Will  and  Testament,  of  John  Clop- 
ton  Esquire  is  when  he  departs  this  Life,  he 
may  be  a  Conveyed  in  a  Hearse  to  the  Town  of 
iStratford  upon  Avon,  in  the  County  of  War- 
trick,  there  to  be  interred,  in  the  Family 
Vault  of  the  Cloptons  he  being  the  last  of 
that  Family,  if  he  absent  from  his  Estate,  as 
to  his  property  it  goes  of  Course  to  the  nearest 
kin.    Witness  my  Hand 

**  January  1st,  1820. 

"  John  Clopton. 
"  Witnessed  by  H.  Carolan 

"  94,  Charlotte  St.  Fitzroy  Sq 
"E-  F.  Bennett.  4  Edward  St.  Portman  Sq." 


This  certainly  proves  that  he  knew  what  a 
will  was — so  far  it  is  favourable  to  the  Execu- 
tor-s  case.  Its  contents,  as  to  the  place  of  his 
funeral,  quite  agree  with  passages  in  several 
of  his  letters — it  was  an  object  that  excited  and 
nnised  him  to  some  exertion — but  as  to  any 
intention  at  that  time  of  adopting  young  Wyatt, 
it  directly  negatives  it — it  declares  his  property 
is  to  go  to  his  nearest  of  kin.  This  was  his 
intention  in  January  1820 :  his  wishes  in  this 
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1828.  respect  continued  to  May,  for  in  that  month  he 

Easter  delivered   this  instrument  to  Barbara  Ingram 

is/sel^oD.  ^th  a  strong  expression  of  adherence  to  it : — 

, — 7  On  the   11th  and  12th  articles  she  says — 

Ingram 

V.  "  Upon  the  10th  of  May  1820  she  called  upon 
•*  the  deceased  at  Carolan's :  He  told  her  he  had 
**  been  wishing  to  see  her ;  for  he  had  been 
"  thinking  that  if  he  were  to  die  in  Charlotte 
**  Street  they  would  bury  him  like  a  dog  in  Pan- 
''  eras  parish ;  so,  he  said,  he  had  made  a  will 
"  of  interment  of  which  he  wished  her  to  take 
"  charge !  The  deceased  then  delivered  into 
"  her  hands  the  paper  writing,  now  shown  to 
"  her,  open  and  unsealed.  Deponent  told  him, 
"  *  that  if  he  had  any  papers  of  importance,  she 
^'  conceived  that  his  sister  as  being  his  nearest 
"  relation  was  the  proper  person  to  have  charge 
"  of  them.'  The  deceased  replied,  *  Oh,  that  is 
**  only  a  will  of  interment ;  you  will  see  by  it  that 
"  my  property  goes  to  my  nearest  of  kin ;'  de- 
"  ponent  took  charge  of  the  said  writing :  the 
"  deceased  then  gave  her  a  strict  injunction  that 
"  she  should  see  he  was  buried  at  Clopton, 
'*'  which  she  promised :  and  that  was  all  that 
*'  passed  on  that  occasion." 

This  brings  down  the  intentions  of  thel  de- 
ceased to  the  10th  of  May  ;  negativing  any  in* 
tention  of  making  Henry  Wyatt  executor,  and 
residuary  legatee. 

In  the  next  month,  June  1820,  Wyatt  senior 
came  to  London,  and  the  accounts  for  the  two 
preceding  years  were  passed  and  signed  by  the 
deceased,  and  by  him  in  the  manner  already 
noticed  :  there  is  no  proof  of  any  other  commu- 
nication at  that  time,  nor  is  it  very  clear  that 
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Henry  Wyatt  was  then  in  town,  though  he  pos- 
sibly may  have  been ;  but  he  admits  that  be- 
tween that  tune  and  the  following  July  —  a  few 
days  before  the  will  was  made — he  did  not  see 
the  deceased  ;  nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the  let- 
ters which  passed,  marking  particular  affection 
or  intended  adoption.  There  is  consequently 
nothing  antecedent  to  the  will  in  the  way  of 
affectionate  intercourse  and  testamentary  de- 
clarations showing  a  previous  intention  and 
leading  up  to  the  will  itself — but  the  "  Will  of 
interment"  is  quite  in  opposition  to  the  papers 
piojK>unded. 

An  intermediate  act,  however,  of  some  conse- 
quence occurs  demonstrating  the  exposed  condi- 
tion of  the  deceased  and  his  liability  to  impo- 
sition, and  which  is  not  wholly  unconnected 
with  the  disposition  under  the  present  will, 
viz,  —  Carolan's  Paper.  It  is  dated  on  the 
4th  December  1820,  and  is  in  these  words  :  — 
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"  Mr.  Hugh  Carolan, 
**  Sir, 

"  Fearful  lest  the  several  conversations  I  had 
"with  you  lately  should  be  misunderstood  I 
"  think  it  advisable  to  take  this  method  of  stat- 
"  ing  to  you  plainly  my  intentions  on  the  sub- 
"ject. 

"  I  John  Ingram  Clopton  of  No.  94  Charlotte 
**  Street  Rathbone  Place  in  the  parish  of  St. 
"  Pancras  and  County  of  Middlesex  Esquire  do 
"hereby  charge  my  personal  estate  with  the 
"  yearly  payment  of  two  (a)  hundred  pounds  to 


(a)  The  words  in  italics  are  in  the  deceased's  handwriting. 
VOL.    I.  O    G 
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Hugh  Carolan  of  the  same  place  Apothecary 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
provided  the  said  Hugh  Carolan  shall  be  liv- 
ing at  tlie  time  of  my  decease,  being  in  consi- 
deration for  his  professional  and  other  services 
rendered  to  me  for  many  years.  And  I  do 
hereby  direct  my  heirs,  executors  or  admi- 
nistrators, previous  to  any  other  appropriation 
of  my  personal  estate  and  effects,  to  make 
provision  therefrom  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  annual  sum  of  Two  hundred  poimds 
Bank  Stock  by  regular  quarterly  payments ; 
the  first  payment  to  be  made  within  three 
months  next  after  my  decease,  (a) 

"  December  the  4th  1820  John  Clcptan'" 


Here  then  he  subscribes,  fills  up  and  inter- 
lines a  paper  professing  to  grant  a  perpetual 
annuity  to  Mr.  Hugh  Carolan  in  case  he  survives 
the  testator.  What  is  the  consideration  ?  No 
professional  or  other  services  are  established. 
The  deceased  had  lodged  at  his  house  tWo  years 
and  a  half,  in  a  back  room,  up  two  pair  of 
stairs  at  a  weekly  rent  of  eight  shillings — he 
was  at  first  allowed  to  dine  in  the  parlour — ^was 
turned  away — was  admitted  again — and  again 
turned  away  and  attempted  to  go  back  to  M^'s 
lodgings.  Who  prepared  it  ?  In  whose  hand- 
writing is  it  ?  No  account  is  given,  nor  does  the 
deceased  ever  in  any  manner  recognize  or  refer 
to  such  an  act.  It  has  been  said  that  **  this 
**  paper  does  not  concern  Henry  Wyatt'' — but 


(a)  This  document  was  written  on  a  sheet  of  letter  paper, 
and  bore  a  one  pound  stamp. — Bank  Stock  was  interlined. 
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Carolan  comes  with  the  deceased  to  dine  at  the 
Black  Lion — Carolan  is  a  legatee  under  this 
will  for  £1000. — Carolan  takes  the  deceased 
down  to  Stratford — surely  if  it  had  not  been  a 
gross  imposition  on  the  deceased,  Carolan  would 
have  enabled  Henry  Wyatt  to  explain  it — not 
being  explained  it  affords  a  strong  argument  of 
the  liability  of  the  deceased  to  be  imposed 
upon — it  shows  that  he  would  acquiesce  in,  and 
lend  his  hand  to  fill  up  and  to  sign  an  instru- 
ment  so  highly  improvident  as  this  grant  of  an 
annuity  of  £200  to  Carolan.— As  to  the  interli- 
neation of  Bank  Stock — no  plausible  explana- 
tion can  be  given  to  account  for  its  weakness 
and  absurdity — and  yet,  six  months  afterwards, 
this  Carolan  is  made  a  legatee  in  the  will  to  the 
amount  of  £1,000.  A  considerable  suspicion  is 
tfans  excited  that  the  legacy  was  not  the  act  of 
the  deceased,  but  was  introduced  into  the  will 
to  secure  the  silence  or  procure  the  co-operation 
of -Carolan.  In  both  views — as  showing  the  de- 
ceased liable  to  imposition,  and  as  creating  a 
sospicion  in  respect  to  this  legacy — it  adds  force 
to  the  demand  for  clear  proof  of  the  factum. 

.1  come .  now  to  the  Will  itself.  On  the  25th 
of  July  Richard  Wyatt,  and  on  the  29th  Henry 
Wyatt,  arrive  in  Town.  On  the  31st  another 
year's  account  is  passed  and  signed ;  and  a 
c^y  of  the  bankers'  book  is  made  up  to  that 
day,  which,  with  stock  receipts  and  cheques  in 
the  pocket,  was  found  in  his  box  at  Carolan's  : 
ibut  there  is  not  a  tittle  of  proof  that  this 
bankers'  book  was  prepared  or  procured  by  de- 
sire of  the  deceased.  A  day  or  two  afterwards 
the  preparation  of  the  will  is  commenced,  and 
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on  the  4th  of  August  it  is  executed.     In  the 
mean  time  the  deceased  who  was  penurious  and 
fond  of  eating,  sometimes  accompanied  by  Ca- 
rolan,  regularly  dines  at  the  Black  Lion  with 
the  Wyatts,  except  that,   on   one  day,  Henry 
Wyatt  carries  the  old  man  up  to  Hampstead,  and 
there  they  spend  the  day  together.  This  condact 
will  bear  two  constructions;    it  might  be  it 
order  to  soothe  and  amuse  this  insulated,  de- 
solate old  man — and  it  might  arise  from  kind- 
ness, or  from  gratitude  if  Wyatt  knew  his  testa- 
mentary intentions — or,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
might  be  for  the  purpose  of  coaxing  and  nursing 
and  influencing  him,  and  inducing  a  blind  confi- 
dence preparatory  to  the  formal  execution  of  thisi 
will  on  the  following  day — it  is  open  to  that  sus- 
picion and  adds  to  the  burden  of  proof  to  be  re- 
quired.   At  all  events,  as  far  as  that  may  throw 
light  on  the  inquiry  into  the  exercise  or  effect 
of  undue   influence,   the  deceased  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  Wyatts,  his  agents ;  and  the 
transaction  was  as  much  behind  the  backs  of 
any  relations,  who  might  guard  and  protect  him 
against  imposition,  as  when  he  was  afterwards 
living  in  the  little  room  at  Clopton  House  with 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wyatt. 

Now  then  commences  the  most  important 
branch  of  the  case — the  origin  of  the  act  it- 
self— the  proof  of  which  act  (from  the  view  al- 
ready taken  of  the  history)  requires  to  be  clear 
and  direct.  There  are  indeed  some  subsequent 
grounds  of  suspicion  which  reflect  back,  upon 
this  part  of  the  transaction,  additional  reasons  for 
examining  the  evidence  with  vigilance  and  for 
requiring  strict  proof. 

The  Court,  under  the  circumstances  already 


PREROGATIVE    COURT    OF    CANTERBURY. 


439 


referred  to,  cannot  accept  opinions  and  infer- 
ences and  conjectures — It  mast  have  direct  tes- 
timony from  witnesses  above  exception,  speak- 
ing from  undoubted  recollection  of  facts,  and 
It  must  have  the  facts  themselves  stated,  so  as 
to  enable  It  to  judge  for  Itself,  whether  those 
&ct8  show  volition  and  full  understanding  and 
knowledge  of  the  act  done. 

In  such  a  case  the  first  requisite  would  be  in- 
structions coming  from  the  testator  himself :  — 
it  is  true,  that,  if  they  cannot  be  proved,  the  de- 
fect may  by  possibility  be  remedied  by  some- 
thing passing  at  the  execution,  tantamount  to 
instructions — or  by  subsequent  recognitions  so 
dear  and  direct  as  to  supply  the  place  of  in- 
structions. In  this  case  there  are  before  the 
Court  the  written  instructions  from  which  the 
will  was  prepared — they  are  in  the  handwriting 
of  Richard  Wyatt  the  father,  a  quarter  as  unfa- 
vorable, perhaps  more  so — as  feeling  a  stronger 
interest — than  even  Henry  Wyatt  himself.  It 
has  been  said, — that  **  Richard  Wyatt  was  inca- 
pacitated by  the  state  of  his  faculties  from  giving 
evidence — that  he  could  not  be  examined — that 
he  might  have  proved  receiving  these  instruc- 
tions from  the  deceased  himself."  That  is  mere 
conjecture,  which  cannot  compensate  foi:  proof: 
if  the  evidence  is  by  accident  defective,  the 
misfortune,  especially  in  such  a  case  as  the  pre- 
sent, must  fall  on  the  party  upon  whom  the  bur- 
den of  proof  lies.  It  has  been  said— the  deceased 
was  very  shy, — he  might  prefer  giving  these  in- 
structions to  Richard  Wyatt ;— but  that  again  is 
only  conjecture;  and  ought  Richard  Wyatt  to 
have  accepted  them?- -or  would  he,  if  acting 
fairly  ?     Ought  he  not  to  have  represented  the 
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indelicacy  of  his  receiving  them  ?  Would  he  not 
have  forewarned  the  deceased  of  the  difficulty 
which  such  a  course  might  throw  upon  the  proof, 
and  the  possibility  that  it  might  be  the  means  of 
defeating  his  kind  intentions?  besides,  the  de- 
ceased had  already  some  acquaintance  with  Ad* 
lington  and  Gregory  to  reconcile  him  to  seeing 
one  of  them.  If  the  deceased  had  not  sense 
and  understanding  enough  to  agree,  upon  such 
representations  and  forewarnings,  to  give  his  in- 
structions  himself  to  the  solicitor  who  was  to  be 
employed,  he  had  less  understanding  remain- 
ing and  was  under  greater  weakness  of  mind, 
than  there  is  reason  to  attribute  to  him. 

But  there  are  appearances  to  induce  a  strong 
suspicion  that  the  deceased    never  saw,  nay, 
was  never  consulted  either  upon  the  instructions 
or  upon  the  draft — and  never  was  consulted  re- 
specting the  will  itself  till  carried  to  the  solici- 
tor's office  to  execute  it.     First,  the   instruc- 
tions are  not  signed — a  precaution,  which  an 
old   experienced  attorney,    like    Mr.   Richaid 
Wyatt,  would  naturally  have  taken  under  such 
circumstances  of  delicacy,  if  the  deceased  had 
been  consulted :  but  secondly,  that  which  leads 
more  strongly  to  a  suspicion  that  the  deceased 
was  never  even  consulted  with  on  the  instmc- 
tions  or  on  the  draft,  is,  that  Carolan's  christian 
name  is  left  in  blank  in  the  instructions — ^in  the 
draft — in  the  engrossed  copy — and  is  not  filled 
up  till  the  execution !  Who  is  Mr.  Hugh  Garo- 
lan?  —  the  deceased  had  been  lodging  in  hi' 
house  for  two  years  and  a  half— paying  him  fc 
his  lodgings  repeatedly — it  was  a  weekly  lodf 
ing — he  must  have  known  his  christian  name 
nay,  here  is  this  paper  leaving  him  the  annu 
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of  £2O0f  in  which  it  occurs  three  times,  and 
which  even  begins  with  the  address,  ''  Mr.  Hugh 
*^  Carolan,  Sir" — The  blank  then  for  the  chris- 
tian name  remaining  till  the  very  execution, 
renders  it  highly  suspicious  and  probable  that 
neither  the  instructions  nor  draft  had  ever  been 
communicated  to  the  deceased,  and  that  he  had 
not  even  been  consulted  upon  them— at  all 
events  there  is  no  proof  that  his  opinion  was 
ewer  taken  upon  them. 

The  act  then  originates,  (at  least  nothing  ap- 
pears to  the  contrary)  with  Richard  Wyatt — it 
commences  with  his  carrying  instructions,  writ- 
ten by  himself,  to  his  town  agent,  Mr.  Adling- 
ton.  The  employing  Mr.  Adlington  would  not 
carry  with  it  any  suspicion,  provided  the  de- 
ceased had  gone  or  been  taken  there  to  give 
instructions  himself — Adlington  and  Gregory 
had  been  before  employed  to  procure  the  change 
of  name  and  to  receive  money  from  the  Ac- 
countant General.  The  deceased  had  no  soli- 
citor of  his  own — he  does  not  appear  ever  to 
have  employed  one.  If  the  will  had  been  the  de- 
ceased's own  act,  the  house  of  Adlington  and 
Gregory  might  therefore  have  naturally  and 
properly  been  resorted  to  ; — and  if  the  deceased 
had  come  or  been  brought  to  their  office — if, 
being  left  alone  with  Mr.  Adlington,  he  had  him- 
sdf  given  the  instructions  clearly  and  ration- 
ally— still  more  if  Mr.  Adlington  had  probed  his 
mind  and  satisfied  himself,  (and  in  thus  satisfy- 
ing himself,  he  would  probably  also  have  satis- 
fied the  Court)  that  the  deceased  was  acting 
wider  no  improper  influence,  but  on  his  own 
unbiassed  intentions  and  wishes— the  case  would 
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have  been  free  from  difficulty.  Mr.  Adlingtoii» 
as  far  as  the  Court  knows  and  must  presume,  is 
a  respectable  solicitor — of  unimpeached  charac- 
ter, and  sufficiently  disinterested  to  be  entitled 
to  full  credit — but  the  case  presenting  itself  in 
the  manner  it  did,  it  is  possible  that  Mr.  Adling- 
ton's  professional  caution  may  have  been  lulled 
and  his  vigilance  surprised  by  his  confidence  in 
Mr.  Wyatt,  to  whom  he  stood  much  in  the  rda- 
tion  of  attorney  to  client.  That  Mr.  Adlington 
was  privy  to  toy  fraud,  or  circumvention,  or 
even  suspected  any,  the  Court  has  not  the  least 
reason  to  suppose.  His  evidence  clears  him  of 
such  an  imputation,  for  he  has  no  perfect  re- 
collection of  any  part  of  the  transaction — he 
seems  to  have  considered  himself  as  a  mere  in* 
strument  to  carry  into  formal  execution  an  act 
which  he  was  performing  under  the  direction 
and  at  the  responsibility  of  Wyatt,  trusting  to 
him  that  every  thing  was  right — he  never  ap- 
pears to  have  imagined  that  he  was  conducting 
business  requiring  the  exercise  of  his  watchful 
cure  as  the  Testator's  solicitor — consequently 
no  portion  of  the  transaction  has  left  an  accurate 
impression  on  his  mind — otherwise  some  of  his 
errors  would  be  unaccountable  lapses  of  me- 
mory. If  the  deceased  had  been  a  person  of 
full  capacity  and  Wyatt  quite  a  disinterested 
party,  Mr.  Adlington's  conduct  would  have  been 
sufficiently  correct:  but  surely  had  he  been 
aware  of  all  the  circumstances  to  which  the 
Court  has  adverted — the  supine  character  of 
the  deceased  —  the  small  extent  of  his  capacity 
— the  imposition  to  which  he  was  liable  and 
which  Carolan  had  already  practised  on  him — 
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the  amount  of  the  property  he, was  giving  to  a 
total  stranger  in  blood — and  that  person  stand- 
ing in  the  suspicious  relation  of  his  attorney  and 
agent — he  would  without  doubt — giving  him 
credit  for  character  and  the  professional  can* 
tion  belonging  to  such  character — he  would,  I 
say,  without  doubt,  have  pursued  a  different 
course — he  would  have  said  to  Richard  Wyatt 
— "  All  this  I  have  no  doubt  is  perfectly  right ; 
"  but  recollect !  you  yourself  stand  in  a  delicate 
**  situation  as  Attorney  and  Agent  of  the  de- 
"  ceased  —  the  will  is  in  favor  of  your  son — 
**  and  Mr.  Clopton's  family  is  absent;— for  your 
"  own  sake — for  your  own  character — and  in 
**  order  to  insure  the  kind  intentions  of  this  gen^ 
**  deman  against  suspicion  and  against  defeat, 
**  bring  your  Principal  to  me — let  him  give  me 
**  the  instructions  with  his  own  mouth — not 
"  from  your  written  paper."  If  his  caution  had 
not  been  blinded  by  confidence  in  Wyatt,  Mr. 
Adlington  would  surely  have  thus  acted. —  His 
evidence  appears  to  be  given  with  perfect  fair- 
ness and  truth,  naturally  however  with  some 
degree  of  bias  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  will ; . 
and  also  under  a  great  failure  of  memory. 

At  first,  and  in  chief,  he  supposes  that  the 
deceased  was,  or  at  least  is  doubtful  whetlier 
he  was  not,  with  Richard  Wyatt  when  the  in- 
structions were  brought  to  him  ;  but  on  cross- 
examination,  having  in  the  mean  time  conferred 
with  his  partner  Mr.  Gregory  (which  was  not 
quite  correct)  he  is  satisfied  that  Richard  Wyatt 
came  alone.  This  is  an  error  quite  unaccount- 
able except  on  the  reasons  already  stated  :  he 
has  no  recollection  of  any  discussion  or  conver- 
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nation  that  passed,  or  even  of  the  exact  time  when 
the  instructions  were  given :  strange  again  con- 
sidering the  nature  of  the  instructions!-^ he  has 
made  no  entry,  because  he  meant  to  make  no 
charge,  as  he  supposed  Richard  Wyatt  would 
make  none ;  so  that  he  considered  himself  as 
acting  completely  as  Richard  Wyatt's  agent  and 
for  his  benefit — he  supposes  that  the  instruc- 
tions were  delivered  on  the  third  of  August:  — 
that  can  hardly  be  accurate,,  for  the  subsequent 
note  about  the  legacy  to  the  poor,  is  dated 
"  Friday  morning,"  and  Friday  was  the  third;  — 
he  delivered  the  instructions  to  his  clerk  fron^ 
which  to  prepare  the  draft — he  corrected  thet 
draft — then  a  fair  copy  was  made  which  h^ 
says  he  sent  either  to  Richard  Wyatt  at  the 
Black  Lion  in  Water  Lane,  or  to  the  deceased 
at  Carolan's :  another  strange  failure  of  recol- 
lection!  he  could   however  only  doubt  while 
he  was  under  the  belief  that  the  deceased  at- 
tended— surely  not  after  he  discovered  that 
Richard  Wyatt  only  was  present; — but  there  is 
no  probability  nor  trace  that  he  sent  it  ta  the 
deceased,  with  whom  at  that  time  he  had  had  no 
intercourse  respecting  the  will. — The  first  time 
then  Mr.  Adlington  saw  the  deceased  on  tbis 
subject  was  the  day  of  the  execution — the4tb 
of  August; — and  he  thus  deposes  : 

"  On  the  day  of  the  execution  of  the  wil 
"  Richard  Wyatt  came  with  the  deceased  ^ 
**  the  deponent's  office :  they  brought  with  thf 
**  the  fair  copy,  and  it  being  approved  by  f 
**  deceased,  and  no  alteration  having  been  p 
**  viously  made  or  then  suggested  by  the 
**  ceased   it  was   executed    in   the  depone 
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**  presence.    Of  what  passed  in  conversation  ~ 
'*  deponent  has  no  recollection,  and  he  has  no 
'*  memorandum  of  any  thing  that  then  occurred ; 
**  but  it  has  always  been  his  invariable  practice 
**  to  be  careful  and  particular  in  every  thing  re- 
**  lating  to  and  attending  the  execution  of  a 
*•  will  in  his  office,  or  to  which  he  is  a  sub- 
•*  cribing  witness :" — I  have  no  doubt  he  took 
care  there  were  three  vntnesses  present;  that 
the  deceased  executed  it  in  their  presence; 
that  they  attested  it  in  the  presence  of  each 
other,  and  so  on.     ''  He  has  a  further  recollec- 
tion as  to  this  particular  will  that  his  attention 
was  more  especially  directed  to  it  from  the 
'*  nature  of  its  bequests.    Whether  deponent 
^'iread  the  will  to  the  deceased,  or  deceased 
'*  told  deponent  that  he  had  read  it  or  not,  de- 
ponent does  not  remember ;  but  deponent 
ondoubtedly  satisfied  himself  that  deceased 
*'  knew  its  contents  and  approved  them  :  depo- 
"  nent  has  no  recollection  of  Richard  Wyatt 
**  having  left  the  room  :  to  what  passed  in  con- 
"  versation  he  cannot  depose,  but  he  remembers 
**  that  they  had  conversation  together  before 
**  clerks  were  called  in :  deponent  can  and  does 
depose  with  perfect  confidence  that  he  was 
fully   satisfied  the  deceased  knew   and  ap- 
'*  proved  of  the  will ;  that  it  was  his  own  act, 
*'  and  the  clerks  being  called  in  the  execution 
"  would,  and  deponent  has  no  doubt,  did  take 
"  place  according  to  the  usual  form.    Deponent 
"  well  remembers  that  the  deceased  desired  him 
**  to  keep  the  will,  and  that  he  did  so.     The 
**  deceased  might  be  with  him  on  that  occasion 
"  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  will  for  per- 
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haps  a  quarter  of  an  hour :  the  execution  it- 
self could  have  occupied  but  a  short  time. 
Either  then,  after  the  execution  of  the  wiD» 
or  at  a  subsequent  interview,  when  depon^it 
saw  him  alone,  and  had  a  good  deal  of  con- 
versation with  him ;  the  deceased  asked  him, 
'  if  he  might  not  make  a  codicil,'  and  depo- 
nent replied,  *  certainly,  whenever  he  pleased^^ 
Deponent  does  not  remember  on  which  occa- 
sion this  occurred,  or  whether  it  might  not 
have  occurred  on  both  :  the  circumstance  de- 
ponent remembers  well,  and  he  would  rather 
have  thought  that  it  was  on  the  subsequent 
occasion,  but  that  Mr.  Henry  Wyatt,  on  the 
deponent  lately  mentioning  it  to  him,  said, 
that  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
will ;  from  which  circumstance  it  would  ap- 
pear, as  indeed  Henry  Wyatt  also  stated,  thiu 
he,  Henry  Wyatt,  was  present  at  that  time; 
but  of  his  being  so  present  deponent  had  not 
the  least  and  has  not  now  any  distinct  >iecol- 
lection.     From   the  name    '  Hugh,'  and  the 
word  *  twelve'  in  deponent's  handwriting  sup- 
plying two  blanks  in  the  first  side  of  it,  de- 
ponent has  no  doubt  he  went  over  the  wiU 
with  the  deceased  and  filled  up  those  blanks 
from  his  directions.     Certainly  at  such  a  time, 
and  the  deceased  himself  being  present,  depo- 
nent would  not  have  taken  any  information  or 
direction  whatever   from  any  other   person: 
moreover  Richard  Wyatt  M^as  very  deaf,  so 
much  so  as  to  make  it  troublesome  to  coni- 
mnnicate  with  him  ;  and  it  is  probable  that  he 
would  hear  but  little  of  what  passed  between 
deceased  and  deponent." 
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Now  the  whole  of  this  is  mere  inference  and 
x>njecture — there  is  no  recollection  of  facts, 
ipon  which  facts  the  Court  can  form  its  judg- 
nent — "he  must  have  made  the  deceased  ac- 
^  quainted  with  the  contents  because  it  was  his 
^  mmal  practice :"  but  this  was  an  unusual  sort 
jf  business,  for  the  regularity  of  which  Mr. 
Aidlington  seems  to  have  pinned  his  faith  en- 
tirely on  Richard  Wyatt.  There  were  two 
dight  blanks  then  filled  up — one  for  the  chris- 
tian name  of  Carolan — the  other  for  the  num- 
lier  of  months  at  which  the  legacies  were  to  be 
paid — "  he  must  have  applied  to  the  deceased 
'*  —  he  would  not  have  applied  to  any  one  else — 
** besides  Richard  Wyatt  was  deaf:"  but  the 
ieceased  also  was  rather  deaf  and  shy  and  al- 
iM8t  blind — and  Henry  Wyatt  was  present, 
who  was  neither  deaf,  shy,  nor  blind  —  why 
diotdd  he  not  for  such  a  purpose  have  applied 
to  iiim?  it  is  quite  as  probable,  when  the  blanks 
were  not  material  parts  of  the  disposition.  But 
what  reliance  can  be  placed  either  on  the  re- 
cdlection  or  the  reasons  of  Mr.  Adlington? 
At  first  he  supposes  Richard  Wyatt  alone  was 
present;  he  then  admits  that  Richard  and 
Henry  were  both  present — but  what  if  he  is 
mistaken  in  both  ?  Now  Henry  Wyatt  in  his 
answers  expressly  states  that  his  father  was  not 
present  at  all  at  the  execution,  and  therefore 
Au  deafness  was  not  a  reason  for  applying  to 
the  testator.  "  To  the  sixteenth  article  re- 
**  spondent  answering  saith  he  admits  that  he 
'*  but  not  his  father  was  present  when  the  said 
"  will  was  executed :"  so  that  Mr.  Adlington 
has  forgotten  the  whole  business — he  is  no  bet- 
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ter  than  a  dead  witness,  whose  character  and 
handwriting  are  proved.  Mr.  Adlington^s  cha- 
racter stands  unimpeached  and  he  means  to 
speak  the  truth — but  the  result  of  his  evidence, 
in  connection  with  Wyatt's  answers,  is  that  on 
August  the  4th  young  Wyatt — the  executor — 
to  whom  the  great  bulk  of  the  property  is  left 
— after  having  taken  the  deceased  to  dine  t£te 
k  iHe  at  Hampstead  the  day  before  (for  he  will 
not  say  it  was  not  on  the  3rd  that  they  went 
to  Hampstead) — carried  the  deceased  to  his 
(Wyatt's)  agents  who  had  never  seen  the  de- 
ceased on  the  subject  of  the  will  which  was 
ready  drawn  up  for  execution  from  instruc- 
tions brought  by  Richard  Wyatt, — and  Mr.  Ad- 
lington  cannot  recollect  any  conversation — nor 
how  far  he  probed  the  deceased's  mind — ^nor  what 
passed  to  show  that  the  will  was  prepared  by 
his  authority  or  desire,  or  approbation,  so  as  to 
enable  the  Court  to  form  its  own  judgment — 
but  he  is  of  opinion  that  he  must  have  ascer- 
tained the  fact !  The  forms  of  execution  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  he  may  have  attended  to; 
but  is  that  to  overcome  all  the  legal  jealousy 
and  all  the  difficulties  of  such  a  case  ?  —  of  this 
will,  not  only  giving  Carolan  £1000,  but  also 
revoking  the  **  will  of  interment,"  without  sub- 
stituting any  directions  about  his  funeral ;  thoogh 
to  guard  against  being  buried  in  London,  was  an 
object  of  all  others  or  rather  was  the  only  ob- 
ject resting  on  the  mind  of  the  deceased?  Tliese 
are  considerable  difficulties  and  suspicions,  and, 
in  my  judgment,  they  are  not  removed  by  this 
evidence  ;  and  the  clerks  merely  deposing  to  a 
formal  execution,  carry  the  proof  of  the/actnm 
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no  further.     But  there  is  a  codicil  purporting  to 
confirm  this  will. 

The  deceased  -remains  in  London  nearly  a 
year  aftenvards,  though  talking  about  going 
into  the  country,  but  being  prevented  by  some 
firivolous  cause  or  other.  There  is  during  this 
interval  no  intercourse  personally  with  this  exe- 
cator,  nor  are  there  any  letters  recognizing,  even 
by  inference,  that  Henry  Wyatt  was  his  adopted 
heir.  The  only  letter  is  that  of  October  1821 
dttapproving  of  the  present  of  a  goose  and  de- 
aling that  no  more  goose  may  be  sent.  At 
iength,  in  June  1822,  after  endeavouring  for 
Ibar  years  to  make  up  his  mind  to  go  to  Strat- 
fiird,  he  proceeds  there  accompanied  by  Caro- 
km,  who  pretends  to  be  going  to  Liverpool ; 
b«t  who,  after  depositing  the  deceased  at  the 
Red  Horse  Inn  at  Stratford  on  the  24th  June, 
early  the  next  morning  returns  to  London  :  so 
that  whether  Carolan  did  or  did  not  persuade 
the  deceased  to  go  ;  yet  it  is  necessary  to  prac- 
tice a  deception  upon  him,  even  according  to 
Henry  Wyatt's  own  account;  and  this  decep- 
tion, awakens  a  suspicion  that  he  is  carried  to 
Stratford  by  contrivance  and  preconcert,  in 
order  to  place  him  the  more  completely  and 
Mcarely  in  the  possession  of  Henry  Wyatt — 
the  latter  had  long  before  prepared  the  mistress 
of  the  Inn,  Mrs.  Gardner,  to  expect  ^' an  ec- 
'*  centric  old  Gentleman  and  she  must  take  care 
^*  to  keep  the  house  quiet  for  he  did  not  like 
<<  noise :"  he  did  not  come  at  the  appointed 
time — however  at  last  he  arrives  unexpectedly. 
The  next  day  Henry  Wyatt  calls  and  Mrs. 
Gardner  announces  him  to  the  deceased  — What 
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1828.       says  the  deceased  or  how  does  he  act  ?  as  one 

Easter       comc  to  See  an  adopted  son  ? — 

is^ImTioo.         ^^^'  Gardner  thus  deposes :     **  that  the  de- 

iiTram      "ceased,  on  deponent's  telling  him  Mr.  Henry 

9._       **  Wyatt  was  come,  desired  to  see  him,  and  told 

"  her  to   bring  a  quart  of  ale :    the   deponent 

**  thinking  it  more  respectful  to  Mr.  Wyatt  asked 

*^  the  deceased  if  she  should  not  bring  a  jug  and 

"  glasses — the  deceased  said,  '  No,  he  is  only 

**  my  tenant,  a  quart  will  do.'  " 

This  is  the  deceased's  treatment  of  his  adopt- 
ed son,  and  of  one  who  was  the  heir  of  his  pro- 
perty ! 

The  next  morning  the  deceased  is  fetched 
away  in  a  gig  and  is  carried  to  Clopton  House, 
and  there  he  remains  till  his  death.  He  had 
not  left  London  with  that  view — he  had  retain- 
ed his  lodgings  and  left  his  boxes  and  their  con-  ^ 
tents  at  Garolan's ;  and  these  lodgings  he  keeps 
till  his  death.  He  frequently  talks  of  going 
back  to  London  and  once  has  his  clothes  ac- 
tually packed  up ;  but  at  Henry  Wyatt^s  he  re- 
mains. He  is  treated  with  great  kindness 
and  attention — his  taste  in  eating  and  drinking 
is  consulted  —  he  has  the  best  bed-room  at 
first — but  that  not  being  so  convenient  for  some 
reason,  either  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of 
getting  him  up  stairs  at  night,  or  on  account  of 
his  chilly  temperature,  Henry  Wyatt's  dressing 
room  on  the  ground  floor  is  fitted  up  as  hift 
bed-room.  That  room  he  inhabits,  and  uses  it  for 
all  purposes — ^the  same  filthy  purposes  as  for- 
merly— so  as  occasionally  to  be  offensive — there 
Henry  Wyatt  goes  of  a  night  to  take  his  glass 
of  brandy  and  water — and  a  servant  sleeps  in 
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an  adjoining  apartment,  in  order  to  attend  to  his  18-28. 

wants  in  the  night,  and  he  occasionally  heard  easter 

him  singing  out  according  to  his   old  habit,  utst^vion. 

"  Yehep,  Yehep."    All  this  may  be  quite  equi-  i~„ 

tocal :  and  to  endeavour  to  make  his  benefactor  v, 

Wv  ATI* 

as  comfortable  as  possible  in  his  declining 
years,  and  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  the  cheer- 
ing society  of  his  friends  and  visitors,  would 
appear,  if  the  will  was  satisfactorily  proved  and 
nothing  further  done,  to  arise  on  the  part  of  Henry 
Wyatt  from  a  very  proper  sense  of  the  debt  of  gra- 
titude ;  but,  on  die  other  hand,  this  conduct  and 
treatment  might  be  for  the  purpose  of  more  se- 
curely retaining  him  in  his  possession  and  under 
his  influence,  and  from  a  fear  that,  if  he  should 
make  his  escape  and  return  to  London,  some 
fortunate  or  fraudulent  person  might  undo  all 
that  had  been  already  done  and  get  a  new  will 
from  him ;  for  the  deceased  apparently  still  re- 
tained a  testable  capacity.  Indeed  it  might 
not  be  quite  certain  that  some  act  had  not 
been  already  obtained  subsequent  to  the  will. 
An  Attorney  would  well  know  that  if  there  was 
any  risk  of  that  sort,  a  republication  of  the  will 
by  a  codicil  would  be  a  great  security,  besides 
being  a  means  of  conveying  an  additional  bene- 
fit to  himself :  and  this  is  a  further  reason  why 
the  law  looks  with  more  jealousy  and  suspicion 
at  the  acts  of  an  Attorney  in  his  own  favour 
than  those  of  other  persons — because  possess- 
ing greater  opportunities  and  better  information 
for  carrying  his  purposes  to  a  successful  issue, 
he  is  more  likely  to  originate  and  to  suggest 
them. — What  is  the  fact?  Within  three  weeks 
after  the  deceased  arrived  at  Clopton — ere  yet 
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these  kindnesses  could  have  added  much  to  his 
affection  for  Henry  Wyatt — and  before  it  was 
possible  that  any  offence  could  be  taken  at  his 
sister  for  not  having  been  over  to  visit  him,  (for 
she  lived  twenty-five  miles  off,  was  upwards  of 
80  years  of  age,  and  non  constat  that  she  was 
aware  of  his  removal  from  London  to  Clopton) — 
the  making  of  a  codicil  is  put  in  motion  and 
has  made  great  progress :  for  he  reached  Clop- 
ton House  on  the  26th  of  June,  and  the  codicil 
was  delivered  to  be  copied  on  the  19th  of  July. 
Not  one  syllable  from  the  deceased,  in  the  way 
of  declaration  to  any  human  being  that  he 
wished  to  alter  his  will  and  confer  a  greater 
benefit  on  Henry  Wyatt,  appears  in  the  evidence 
— he  had  been  introduced  to  Mr.  Lloyd,  and 
Mr.  Lloyd  had  called  at  Clopton ;  Mr.  Pritchaid 
was  attending  at  Clopton,  though  not  on  the 
deceased;  others  may  have  been  introduced; 
but  there  is  not  a  trace  of  the  least  expression  by 
the  deceased  himself  of  a  wish  to  alter  his  will 
or  to  do  any  testamentary  act — not  the  slight- 
est proof  of  any  instructions  from  the  deceased 
— but  this  Attorney  and  Agent  having  this  old 
maa  in  his  house,  himself  draws  up  this  codicil 
and  gets  it  copied,  ready  for  execution,  by  a  law 
stationer.  Now  what  are  the  words  of  the  paper? 
Here  is  a  reference  to  the  will  cautiously  by  its 
date  thereby  republishing  that  will,  and  exclud- 
ing any  subsequent  will  made  in  the  interme- 
diate time :  here  is  a  revocation  of  the  sister's 
legacy  simply,  and  then  here  is  a  ratification 
and  confirmation  of  the  will  and  an  attestation 
by  three  witnesses.     It  is  in  these  terms :  — 
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'*  Whereas  I  John  Clopton  of  the  parish  of 
Saint  Pancras  in  the  County  of  Middlesex 
Esquire  did  by  my  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing  duly  executed  bearing  date  in  or  about 
the  month  of  August  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  twenty  one  Give  and  Bequeath  unto 
my  sister  Barbara  Ingram  the  Sum  of  Two 
Thousand  Pounds    Now  I  do  by  this  Codicil 
which  I  desire  may  be  annexed  to  and  taken 
as  part  of  my  said  will  Revoke  and  make  null 
and  void  the  said  Legacy  or  Bequest  of  Two 
thousand  Pounds  so  as  aforesaid  given  to  my 
said  sister,  and  I  do  in  all  other  respects  ra- 
tify and  confirm  my  said  Will  and  every  Arti- 
cle and  Thing  therein  contained  In  testimony 
whereof  I  the  said  John  Clopton  have  to  this 
Codicil  set  my  Hand  and  Seal  this  fifth  day  of 
August  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
Eight  hundred  and  Twenty- two. 

'*  John  Clopton  (L.S.) 
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**  Signed  sealed  pub- 
lished and  declared  by 
the  said  Testator  John 
Clopton  as  and  for  a 
Codicil  to  be  annexed 
to  his  last  Will  and 
Testament,  and  to  be 
taken  as  part  thereof 
in  the  presence  of  ns 

**  John  Gamt.  Lloyd 
'*  James  Pritchard 
'*  Rebecca  Twiggen" 
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1828.  On  considering  this  instrument  three  obser- 

easter      vations  present  themselves. 

ist^stMion.        First :  It  was  perhaps  thought  safer  to  revoke 

the  legacy  of  £2,000  to  the  sister,  than  either 

the  legacy  to  Carolan,  or  that  to  the  cousin.  Miss 

Barbara  Ingram. 

Secondly :  This  republication  of  the  will  in 
the  presence  of  three  witnesses  would  com- 
pletely set  it  up  again,  even  if  any  intermediate 
instrument  had  been  procured  either  by  Carolan 
or  by  any  other  person. 

Thirdly :  So  cautiously  worded  is  this  codicil 
that  in  reading  it  over  in  order  to  execution,  no 
person — not  even  Mr.  Lloyd,  a  barrister — 
would  find  out  or  be  led  to  suspect  that  any  im- 
position had  been  practised,  because  it  does  not 
appear  to  convey  any  benefit  to  the  confidential 
Attorney,  Mr.  Henry  Wyatt ;  though  that  gen- 
tleman very  well  knew  that,  besides  republish- 
ing the  will,  it  would,  by  revoking  the  legacy, 
convey  a  benefit  of  £2,000  to  him,  as  residuary 
legatee. 

Exposed  however  as  this  codicil  is  to  these 
suspicions,  they  might  still  by  possibility  have 
been  removed  by  something  passing  at  the  exe- 
cution, or  even  by  subsequent  recognitions. 
The  deceased  might  have  given  such  explana- 
tions of  his  will  and  such  reasons  for  making 
this  codicil,  and  all  this  might  be  proved  by  wit- 
nesses so  far  above  all  suspicion  as  completely 
to  silence  all  objections: — but  what  is  the  evi- 
dence ?  The  executor  first  appoints  the  law- 
stationer,  on  two  different  days,  to  attest  the 
execution,  but  that  act  is  postponed :  he  then 
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thinks  it  better  to  apply  to  a  respectable  neigh- 
bour and  acquaintance — a  barrister  at  law,  Mr. 
iioyd — who  had  once  seen  the  deceased  with 
Henry  Wyatt  in  his  gig,  and  had  called  for 
about  ten  minutes  at  Clopton  ^ouse  and  been 
asked  by  Henry  Wyatt,  if  he  had  any  ob- 
jection to  attest  the  deceased's  will.  Henry 
Wyatt  also  applied  on  the  same  day  to  Mr. 
Pritchard,  an  apothecary,  (but  who  had  never 
then  attended  the  deceased  professionally)  to 
meet  Mr.  Lloyd  on  the  following  day — Rebecca 
Twiggen,  Henry  Wyatt's  own  nurse-maid,  was 
merely  called  in  at  the  moment  to  make  a  third 
witness,  and  thus  the  codicil  was  rendered  a  va- 
lid confirmation  of  the  will  of  lands.  Mr. 
Lloyd  arrived  first  and  they  waited  for  Mr. 
Pritchard  about  a  quarter  of  an  hour :  Lloyd 
thus  deposes : 

'*  That  in  the  course  of  that  time  he  believes 
*'  nothing  passed  between  him  and  the  deceased 
'*  beyond  the  u^ual  salutation  at  meeting,  and 
**  nothing  passed,  as  he  recollects,  between 
"  Henry  Wyatt  and  the  deceased.  Deponent 
"  remembers  that  conceiving  it  to  be  a  will  that 
**  was  about  to  be  executed,  he  asked  Henry 
*•  Wyatt,  who  was  to  be  the  third  witness  ?  to 
"  which  he  then  replied,  *  that  it  was  a  codicil, 
*•  and  that  it  related  only  to  personal  property.' 
**  The  deponent  thereupon  said,  ^  that  two  would 
*•  do  very  well.'  Mr.  Wyatt  then  observed  *  but 
'*  there  is  a  small  freehold  estate  bequeathed  in 
'^  the  will,  and  so  we  may  as  well  have  another 
**  witness ;  we  can  call  in  the  nurse.'  Deponent 
**  remembers  that  Henry  Wyatt  produced  two 
**  or  three  sheets  of  paper  (as  it  appeared  to  the 
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deponent)  and  proceeded  to  read,  and  read 
aloud,  what  purported  to  be  a  codicil  to  a  will 
of  the  deceased  of  a  date  recited  in  the  said 
codicil.     What  the   said  Henry  Wyatt  read 
was  in  substance  simply  to  revoke  a  legacy 
which  had  been  given  by  the  said  will  to  the 
sister  of  the  said  deceased.     Whether  Mr. 
Pritchard  and  the  nurse,  or  either  of  them 
were  present  at  this  reading  or  not  he  cannot 
depose  :    Henry  Wyatt  then  said  to  the  depo- 
nent *  will  you  ask  Mr.  Clopton  if  that  is  what 
*  he  wishes  it :'  deponent  did  so,  and  the  de- 
ceased in  an  angry  tone  replied  *  Yes,  yes:' 
Deponent  looked  to  Henry  Wyatt,  who  then 
said  to  the  deceased  *  I  requested  Mr.  Lloyd 
'  to  ask  that,'  or  to  that  effect.     It  appeared 
to  deponent  as  if  the  deceased  thought  that 
deponent  was  interfering  with  the  disposal  of 
his  property.  He  appeared  to  be  satisfied  with 
the  explanation  of  Mr.  Wyatt ;  and  signed 
his  name,  Mr.  Wyatt  having  placed  the  paper 
before  him.     The  deceased  was  shortsighted, 
and  deponent  thinks  he  recollects  that  as  he 
was  poking  about  rather  over  the  paper  to  see 
where  to  write  his  name  the  said  Henry  Wyatt 
pointed  his  finger  to  the  place,  and  the  de- 
ceased then  freely  signed  his  name." 
In  a  further  part  of  his  deposition  he  says, 
he  believes  the   deceased   to  have  been  of 
sound  mind,  memory  and  understanding,  and 
capable  of  making  and  executing  a  will  or 
codicil.    The  deponent  had  had  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  codicil  but  little  op- 
portunity of  judging  of  the  deceased's  state 
of  mind  :  he  saw  nothing  then  and  had  seen 
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'*  nothing  previously  to  raise  a  doubt  as  to  the 
'*  sanity  and  capability  of  the  deceased ;  but 
'*  considered  him  to  be  a  reserved  man  of  some- 
"  what  peculiar  habits,  certainly  not  the  sort  of 
*^  man  whom  one  would  expect  to  meet  as  a 

member  of  an  ancient  family,  and  possessed 

of  large  property/' 

Here  then  is  an  execution  in  the  presence  of 
Henry  Wyatt,  a  reading'  over  by  Henry  Wyatt 
—an  answer  ''  Yes,  yes,"  angrily  by  the  de- 
ceased, but  which  anger  is  quieted  on  Henry 
Wyatt's  explanation,  and  then  follows  the  for- 
mal execution.  The  other  witnesses  carry  the 
history  no  further — indeed  not  so  far — they 
were  not  even  present  at  the  reading,  though 
there  is  no  doubt  from  Lloyd's  evidence  that 
that  ceremony  did  take  place  —  Lloyd,  who 
gives  honourable  and  fair  evidence,  is  of  opinion 
that  the  deceased  was  capable ;  but  there  was 
no  probing  of  his  capacity,  still  less  was  there 
any  thing  to  prove  volition  and  intention  either 
then,  or  afterwards  to  Lloyd,  who  was  wholly 
oninformed  that  any  bendit  was  conveyed  to 
Henry  Wyatt  by  this  instrument.  This  appears 
from  his  answer  to  the  forty-second  interroga- 

Uwry: — 

'*  Respondent  called  at  Clopton  House,  and 
«<  there  saw  the  deceased  alone  in  or  about  the 
*'  month  of  January,  1823.  The  deceased  said 
''  upon  that  occasion  that  he  should  like  to  go 
to  London.  Respondent  told  him,  that  if  he 
were  the  deceased,  he,  respondent,  would  go 
**  to  London  during  the  cold  weather,  and  enjoy 
**  the  company  of  his  friends,  and  return  to  the 
'^  country  in  the  spring.  The  deceased  had  told 
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1B28.  *'  respondent  that  he  found  Clopton  House  very 
Easter  "  cold,  and  he  expressed  a  strong  inclination  to 
ui^sc*»iVou.  **  go  to  London.  Respondent  said,  what  he  has 
I NCBA M  * '  deposed,  to  the  deceased, partly  in  consequence 
».  **  of  his  having  understood  from  Henry  Wyatt 
"  some  time  after  the  execution  of  the  codicU, 
''  that  it  was  beneficial  to  the  producent ;  and 
"  respondent  therefore  encouraged  the  de- 
'*  ceased's  idea  of  leaving  Clopton  House  for  a 
'*  time,  that  he  might  have  some  intercourse  with 
''  his  family  or  friends.  The  deceased  certainly 
*'  replied  that  he  should  like  very  much  to  go 
''  to  London.  Respondent  believes  that  such 
'*  was  the  wish  of  the  deceased  at  that  time ;  and 
*'  respondent  has  declared,  and  it  is  the  fact, 
''  that  he  thought  either  Mr.  Clopton  had  com- 
'^  municated  that  conversation  to  Mr.  or  Mrs. 
**  Wyatt,  or  that  it  had  been  overheard  ;  for  the 
''  next  time  he  met  them  he  observed  a  marked 
''  difference  in  their  behaviour  to  him  the  res- 
''  pondent,  which  he  could  attribute  to  nothing 
''  else." 

This  evidence  does  create  a  pretty  strong  sus- 
picion that  these  subsequent  attentions  were  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  possession  of  the  de- 
ceased ;  for  possession  and  custody  may  exist 
without  actual  control  and  coercion. 

It  only  remains  to  examine  the  recognitions 
that  have  been  relied  upon ;  and  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  pre- 
sent case,  mere  remote  references  to  something 
which  by  construction  may  be  supposed  to  show 
a  kindness  and  intention  to  benefit  Henry 
Wyatt  will  not  be  sufficient — there  must  be 
some  direct  reference  to,  and  explanation  of, 


PREROGATIVE  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 


469 


these  testamentary  acts,  something  going  dis- 
tinctly to  their  nature  and  contents  in  order  for 
such  circumstances  to  supply  the  want  of  in- 
structions and  the  absence  of  explanations  at 
the  execution — less  than  that  will  not  be  suffi- 
cieht  to  satisfy  the  demands  of  the  law,  and  to 
oyercome  the  suspicions  attaching  upon  these 
transactions. 

Two  witnesses,  and  two  only,  have  been  re- 
Ued  upon  as  speaking  to  any  thing  of  the  sort, 
Thomas  Hunt  and  William  Lewes.  Now  Himt 
speaks  only  to  one  equivocal  declaration,  not 
diirectly  alluding  to  any  will — which  declaration 
might  have  been  insincere — or  might  mean 
future  intention — or  may  have  been  misappre- 
hended or  misrepresented. 

On  the  second  article  he  says :  ^^  Deceased 
frequently  told  deponent  that  he  had  every 
thing  at  Clopton  he  could  wish,  and  was  never 
'^  more  comfortable  in  his  life.  I  go  where  I  like 
' — I  have  what  I  like,  he  used  to  say,  and  they 
are  very  kind  to  me."  ....  "  He  one  evening 
said,  Harry  and  his  wife  do  everything  to  make 
me  comfortable :  they  are  the  best  friends  I 
"  ever  had,  and  it  wont  be  the  worse  for  them :  I 
♦*  have  not  forgotten  them." 

Now  when  this  might  easily  be  misappre- 
hended or  be  a  mere  momentary  ebullition  of 
gratitude,  and  when  it  comes  from  an  intimate 
friend  of  Henry  Wyatt — from  one  who  has 
nMide  himself  so  far  a  partizan  in  the  cause  as 
to  send  for  an  adverse  and  important  witness, 
Robins,  and  talk  to  him  in  the  way  he  himself 
admits  upon  the  additional  interrogatories,  this 
declaration  goes  but  a  little  way,  or  rather  goes 
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no  way  at  all,  to  supply  the  want  of  instructions 
and  overbalance  the  other  defects  and  suspicions 
of  the  case. 

The  other  witness  is  Mr.  Lewes ;  he  presents 
himself  under  circumstances  exciting  some  de- 
gree of  caution — he  could  not  be  examined 
under  the  commission  because  his  place  of  resi- 
dence could  not  be  found — from  embarrassed 
circumstances  he  could  not  be  communicated 
with  directly  even  by  letter — a  letter  could  only 
be  sent  through  the  intervention  of  a  third  per- 
son, a  confidential  friend — he  has  not  been 
cross-examined — for  he  would  not  onginaUy 
stay  to  be  cross  examined,  and  he  has  not 
been  reproduced,  (a)  Mr.  Henry  Wyatt  however 
appears  to  have  been  extremely  anxious  that 
his  deposition  should  be  received — thereby 
raising  something  of  an  inference  that  he  et- 
pected  him  to  speak  to  facts  to  which  no  other 
witness  could  depose— though  several  other 
friends  and  visitors  have  been  examined  to  the 
same  articles  of  the  allegation,  yet  to  them  no- 
thing of  the  kind  was  ever  said — not  even  to 
Mr.  Lloyd,  though  he  had  attested  the  codicil 
and  held  something  of  a  confidential  conversa- 
tion with  the  deceased  the  following  winter  on  his 
expressing  a  wish  of  going  to  London ;  but  no 
recognition  nor  declaration  was  made  to  him  or 
to  any  other  person.  Lewes  does  speak  more 
strongly  than  others,  and  to  some  circum- 
stances exclusively.  He  is  a  sportsman,  com- 
ing firom  Carmarthen  for  a  few  months  in  winter 
to  the  neighbourhood  of  Stratford  for  the  sake 


(a)  Vide  supr^,  p.  94,  et  seq. 
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of  hunting — and,  as  such,  visiting  Henry  Wy- 
att  who  was  fond  of  the  same  amusement; — 
they  were  very  intimate ; — Lewes  went  to  Clop- 
ton  House  very  frequently ; — he  speaks  strongly 
to  general  capacity — to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Henry 
Wyatt's  attention,  but  adds  with  cautious  dis- 
crimination, *'  that  he  never  saw  any  thing,  on 
their  part,  like  fawning,  or  any  attempt  unduly 
to  ingratiate  themselves; — and  to  his  frequently 
visiting  him  in  his  little  room."  On  the  thirty- 
first  article  he  thus  deposes : — ^^  During  the  days 
deponent  was  atClopton  in  the  summer[of  1 824], 
the  deceased  was  living  in  the  room  below  stairs ; 
"  he  did  not  then  take  his  meals  with  the  family , 
^^  or  indeed  leave  the  room  at  all :  deponent  was 
**  alone  with  the  deceased  several  times :  some- 
times Henry  Wyatt  was  with  them :  deponent 
was  with  him  both  mornings  and  evenings." 
..."  Henry  Wyatt  used  to  go  to  deceased  in 
the  evening,  and  deceased  was  pleased  to  have 
"  him  there  with  him,  and  there  Uiey  have  chat- 
ted together  and  very  pleasantly  too.  Depo- 
nent has  seen  Henry  Wyatt  take  a  glass  of 
*'  spirits  and  water  there  with  the  deceased  in  the 
"  evening :"  All  this  would  be  gratifying  to  the 
deceased  without  doubt;  and  the  whole  of  it 
occurs  in  the  little  room  which  served  the  de- 
ceased for  all  purposes. 

On  the  thirty-second  article  he  says : — **  The 
"  deceased  seemed  perfectly  satisfied  with  every 
**  thing  and  expressed  himself  so.  *  Where  you 
"  go,'  said  he,  *do  you  ever  find  more  comfort  than 
**  there  is  here,  good  cooking,  famous  wine,  and 
"  the  like.'  "—These  indulgences  again— to  which 
he  was  rather  addicted — were  all  calculated  to 
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make  a  pretty  strong  impression  on  a  poor,  weak, 
inert  man  who  had  not  mind  enough  to  resist 
fraud  and  influence,  nor  to  have  any  will  of  his 
own. 

Further  on — "  Deponent  remembers  one  day 
^^  the  deceased  asking  him  what  he  thought  Wy- 
'^att's  income  was?  deponent  said,  he  did  not 
'*  know :  deceased  said,  he  did  not  think  his 
^'  father  could  give  him  much ;  but  no  matter,  he 
''  said,  he'll  have  enough  one  day."  This  must 
**  have  been  during  the  former  part  of  his  ac- 
*^  quaintance  with  him  as  he  believes :"  [this  is 
not  a  very  probable  conversation  to  have  origi- 
nated with  the  deceased]  "  but  there  was  a  for- 
''  mer  occasion,  and  it  was  the  first  on  which  de- 
*^  ponent  heard  deceased  speak  upon  the  subject. 
^*  Deponent  had  bought  of  Henry  Wyatt  a  rather 
*'  valuable  chesnutmare  :  deponent  told  deceased 
"  of  it.  What !  (said  he)  has  Henry  sold  his  fa- 
**  vourite  mare !  deponent  said,  *  Yes,  he  has.'  The 
*^  deceased  said  no  more  then ;  but  after  dinner 
"  he  renewed  the  subject,  inquiringof  Henry  Wy- 
"  att  if  he  had  sold  the  mare  ?  Wyatt  said,  *  he 
**  had.'  Deceased  asked  *  why  ?'  Wyatt  replied, 
"  I  wanted  the  money.  Sir.'  Deceased  said,  *  it 
**  is  a  pity  you  sold  her ;'  and  turning  to  deponent 
**  said,  *  if  he  wants  money  now,  he  won't  want 
"  it  when  I  am  gone.'  [This  is  one  of  the  re- 
cognitions.] "  At  another  time  he  said,  •  I 
**  have  made  Henry  quite  independent  of  his 
*'  father  and  every  body  else ;'  and  again  he 
"  said,  *  his  father  has  not  much  to  leave  him, 
"  but  I  have  taken  care  of  him.'  To  the  par- 
"  ticular  times  he  cannot  depose :  he  frequently 
"  spoke  to  deponent  to  that  effect."    [The  de- 
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ceased,  who  is  a  very  silent  man,  talks,  accord- 
ing to  this  witness,  frequently  on  this  subject.] 
On  the  thirty- third — **the  deceased  told  him 
''  his  sister  was  older  than  himself ;  and  on  one 
^  occasion  he  said  '  she  won't  survive  me,  I  am 
a  good  man  yet.'  He  said  once,  that  his  sis- 
ter, as  deponent  imderstood  him,  had  brought 
up  two  bastards  of  a  farmer ;  one,  he  said, 
'•  had  married  a  Sir  Somebody  (deponent  for- 
**  gets  the  name  ;)  the  other,  he  said,  had  mar- 
**  ried  Mr.  Seveme ;  and,  he  said,  they  should 
^*  not  have  his  money ;  but  using  gross  expres- 
^*  sions  '  damned  nasty  stinking  bastards :' 
"  when  in  particular  he  said  this,  deponent  can- 
"  not  remember." 

Upon  the  evidence  of  this  witness  there  arise 
some  important  considerations :  upon  two 
points  in  particular — the  recognitions .  The  first 
is  the  recognition  made  upon  the  sale  of  the 
chesnut  mare.  This  is  either  true  or  it  is  not 
true ;  —  if  not  true,  there  is  an  end  of  the  credit 
of  the  witness — and  he  alone  deposes  to  it  — 
the  deposition  is  suspicious  in  its  whole  tone : 
if  true  it  is  exposed  to  a  suspicion  that  the  mat- 
ter was  fraudulently  held  out  in  order  to  work 
upon  the  deceased  —  it  was  "  rather  a  valuable 
"  chesnut  mare,''  so  that  no  great  price  was 
given  —  she  was  a  favourite,  but  so  distressed  is 
Henry  Wyatt  that  he  is  obliged  to  part  with  her, 
because  ''he  wanted  the  money."  Was  that 
true,  or  is  it  liable  to  the  suspicion  of  being  a 
false  pretence,  in  order  to  work  upon  the  de- 
ceased? Now  it  appears  by  the  accounts,  that 
of  the  rents  becoming  due  after  Michaelmas 
1820,  only  £250  had  been  remitted  before  the 
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deceased  went  down  in  June  1822,  and  only 
£650  in  the  whole. — Three  half  years  had  in- 
tervened— Lady-day  1821,  Michaelmas  1821, 
Lady-day  1822.     By  the  accounts    exhibited 
No.  5  and  6,  the  whole  rents  due  at  Michaelmas 
1819  appear  to  have  been  remitted  when  the 
account  was  settled  in  June  1820,  and  the  whole 
rent  due  Michaelmas  1820  had  been  remitted 
when  the  account  was  settled  in  July  1821 — and 
yet  in  June  1 822  only  £250,  and  in  August  only 
in  the  whole  £650 — so  that  of  the  rents  doe 
Michaelmas  1821   (supposing  nothing  to  have 
been  received  on  the  half  year,  Lady-day  1882) 
there  was  a  balance  in  Wyatt 's  hands  of  about 
£900 — it  could  hardly  therefore  be  true  that  he 
was  obliged  to  sell  the  favourite  chesnut  mare 
"  for  want  of  money."    This  story  lies  conse- 
quently under  a  considerable  suspicion  of  being 
either  the  invention  of  the  witness,  or  the  cir- 
cumvention of  the  executor  in  order  to  work 
upon  the  deceased's  weakness. 

The  other  circumstance  is  still  more  suspicious, 
that  ^*  his  money  should  not  go  to  those  damned 
nasty  stinking  bajstards ;"  for  the  witness  un- 
dertakes to  give  the  very  words — ^though  he  will 
not  venture  to  fix  time  or  place  —  whether  up 
stairs,  or  below  stairs  in  the  little  room.  Now 
no  other  witness  deposes  to  any  allusion  re- 
specting the  Sevemes  as  bastards.  Yet  the  exe- 
cutor has  pleaded  it  as  a  fact — has  inserted  it 
in  his  interrogatories,  —  has  introduced  into  his 
answers  that  the  deceased  alluded  to  the  Far- 
mer's bastards,  when  he  gave  instructions  for  the 
codicil:  —  It  is  put  prominently  forward  in  order 
to  accoxmt  for  cutting  off  the  Sister.     Now  that 
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they  are  bastards  is  not  the  fact — neither  Mr. 
nor  Mrs.  Severne  are  illegitimate  —  there  is  no 
evidence  that  either  of  them  was  ever  reputed  or 
even  supposed  to  be  bastard.  Mrs.  Barbara 
Ingram,  the  cousin,  who  is  very  intimate  and 
nearly  connected  with  them  never  heard  it  sug- 
gested:— On  the  twenty-first  interrogatory, 
Respondent  answers :  ''  She  does  not  know,  has 
*^  never  heard,  and  has  no  reason  to  believe  that 
"  either  Samuel  Amy  Severne  or  his  wife  is  ille- 
"  gitimate  or  reputed  so  to  be." 

The  real  history  of  Mrs.  Severne  is  stated  in 
Mr.  Seveme's  evidence  upon  the  twentieth  in- 
terrogatory :  ^^  Respondent  did  intermarry  with 
the  daughter  of  a  Grentleman  Farmer  of  Barton 
and  Long  Compton,  an  estate  in  the  former  of 
"  which  was  his  own  property.  The  Father  of 
^^  the  respondent's  wife  and  her  mother  also  died 
**  when  she  was  young,  and  she  had  been  under 
"  the  care  of  the  late  Mrs.  Ann  Ingram  and  of 
"  the  producent,  who  were  then  living  together 
"  at  little  Wolford.  Mrs.  Ann  Ingram  was  not 
"  a  lady  of  considerable  fortune ;  she  had  a 
moiety  only  of  the  Little  Wolford  estate,  and 
Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram,  the  producent,  was  at 
*^  that  time  and  until  the  death  of  her  brother, 
"  Edward  Clopton,  a  lady  of  small  fortune. 
**  *  Neither  the  respondent  nor  his  family  have 
"  derived  any  property  real  or  personal  from 
"  Mrs.  Ann  Ingram  or  the  Producent,  except 
*^  that  Ann  Ingram  left  him  a  gold  cup.'  Mrs. 
"  Mary  Ingram  did  die  on  the  14th  of  December, 
"  1824.  She,  by  will,  bequeathed  to  him  and 
"  his  children  specific  legacies  to  the  amount  of 
about  £2800 ;   and  in  the  October  preceding 
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''  her  death  gave  his  eldest  son  an  estate  worth 
*'  £700  per  annum/'  Here  then  is  the  real  fact 
proved  :  and  as  to  this  declaration,  it  either  was  or 
was  not  made — ^if  not  made,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
witness — if  made,  how  came  the  deceased  thus 
impressed,  that  if  he  left  any  thing  to  his  Sister 
it  would  go  to  Seveme  and  *'  the  nasty  stinking 
"  bastards."  There  is  no  trace  in  the  evidence 
of  any  anger  or  disaffection  towards  Bfr. 
Severne  before  the  deceased  arrived  at  Clopttm 
House — even  afterwards  no  other  witness  hears 
of  it  than  this  Mr.  Lewes  —  but  Henry  Wyatt 
makes  it  his  case  and  his  witness  deposes  to  it 
Does  not  this  circumstance  create  a  new  suspi- 
cion, that  this  was  an  artifice  resorted  to  in 
order  to  render  the  deceased  more  subservient 
to  the  wishes  of  Henry  Wyatt;  and  in  order 
that,  if  his  torpid  understanding  and  duU  atten- 
tion  should  catch  the  object  of  this  codicil  when 
the  execution  should  be  gone  through,  his  mind 
might  be  impressed  with  a  feeling  which  would 
induce  him  to  acquiesce  in  its  contents?  His 
angry  "  yes  yes,"  is  not  inconsistent  with  some- 
thing of  the  kind. 

But  there  are  two  other  circumstances  still 
further  exciting  suspicions  of  circumvention  and 
imposition. 

The  first  is — that  of  the  rents  received  from 
Michaelmas  1820  to  November  1824  —  the  time 
of  his  death — four  years  —  only  £650  is  re- 
mitted to  the  Bankers  to  be  invested  accor^Ung 
to  the  arrangement ;  and  Henry  Wyatt  sets  up 
a  donation  of  these  rents  by  the  deceased  in  his 
life  time,  because,  not  having  remitted  them,  he 
was  bound  in  some  manner  to  account  for  the 
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omission  of  following  up  the  arrtogement.  In 
support  of  such  a  donation^  there  is  not  a  Scrap 
of  paper  —  no  written  authority  to  Henry  Wyatt 
to  retain  it  —  no  letter  from  the  deceased  to  the 
Bankers  explaining  why  further  remittances 
were  not  made — even  Henry  Wyatt  omits  to 
send,  as  on  behalf  of  the  deceased,  any  such  ex- 
planation— at  least  there  is  no  suggestion  to 
that  effect  in  the  interrogatories.  Any  expla- 
nation, attempted  in  the  life-time  of  the  tes- 
tator, would,  perhaps,  have  been  dangerous — it 
might  have  led  immediately  to  some  inquiry 
into  the  matter,  and  to  an  investigation  of  this 
pretended  donation  and  of  the  state  of  the  de- 
ceased, by  the  Sister,  or  by  her  friend,  Mr. 
Seveme,  on  her  account.  Silence  was  safest: 
80  here  is  no  declaration  to  any  person — a  gift 
by  parol  only  is  alleged,  and  to  it  Henry  Wyatt 
alone  is  privy.  The  amount  is  £5000  or  £6000 
—  four  years'  rent  — ^Wyatt  rests  upon  the  dona- 
tion— he  will  not  charge  himself  with  those 
lents  in  his  inventory.  What !  does  an  Attorney 
and  Agent,  with  an  old  man  seventy-two  or 
seventy-three  years  of  age,  living  in  his  house, 
in  his  possession,  entirely  separated  from  his 
own  family^  who  has  never  done  any  one  act  of 
business  respecting  the  management  of  his 
estates  since  he  came  into  possession  of  them, 
accept  the  rents  and  profits  of  these  estates — 
£1500  a  year  —  and  apply  them  to  his  own  use 
under  an  asserted  gift  by  parol,  and  yet  expect 
that  the  law  will  not  attach  great  suspicion  to 
such  a  transaction,  and  to  all  other  transactions 
between  him  and  the  deceased  respecting  his 
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property? — The  answer  is  too  obvious  and  the 
fact  is  not  without  its  weight. 

But  the  remaining  and  final  circumstance  is 
still  more  direct  in  its  inference  —  the  conduct 
of  Henry  Wyatt  on  the  death  of  Mr.  Cloptoii. 
The  deceased  died  on  Saturday,  November  thfe 
20th,  at  5  o'clock. — On  Sunday  the  21st,  Heniy 
Wyatt  writes  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Ingram  of  Then- 
ford,  the  cousin  of  the  deceased,  desiring  her  to 
communicate  to  Mrs.  Barbara  Ingram,  who  re- 
sided with  her,  the  death  of  her  brother — lihe 
party  deceased  —  Mr.  John  Clopton.  By  tlie 
evidence  of  the  Apothecary,  it  appears  that  the 
deceased  had  been  confined  to  his  bed  near  a 
month,  and  had  been  in  danger  a  week,  if  not  a 
fortnight — yet  no  sort  of  communication  was 
made  to  the  relations — to  the  Sister  and  cousin 
— who  were  residing,  within  twenty-five  miles  of 
Clopton  House,  at  Thenford — where  also  their 
friend  Mr.  Seveme  was,  who  might  have  gone 
over  to  see  the  deceased :  but  on  the  Sunday 
evening,  after  the  death,  Wyatt  writes,  announc- 
ing the  death  of  Mr.  Clopton  after  a  week's  ill- 
ness and  stating  that  he  was  sensible  to  the  last. 
This  is  not  very  correct  conduct :  it  is  suspi- 
cious, both  as  to  the  concealment  and  as  to  the 
falsehood  in  respect  to  the  length  of  the  illness; 
— but  on  that  very  Sunday  evening  he  sets  off 
for  London — is  sworn  to  the  will  the  next 
morning,  Monday — gets  probate  under  seal  on 
the  Tuesday  morning  —  goes  immediately  fo  the 
Bankers  and  obtains  possession  of  the  money 
there : —  but  that  is  not  all — ^he  hastens  without  a 
moment's  loss  of  time,  to  the  Bank  of  England, 
and  attempts  to  have  all  the  stock  transferred 
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into  his  own  name,  but,  some  difficulties  occurr- 
ing there,  he  does  not  succeed  and  that  object  is 
frustrated.  This  may  by  possibility  have  been 
the  mere  haste  and  eagerness  of  the  heir — or 
it  may  have  been  that  aware  that,  at  all  events, 
the  possession  of  the  property  would  give  him 
considerable  advantage  in  any  subsequent  con- 
test about  his  right  to  it,  he  endeavoured  to  se- 
cure every  thing  before  the  family  could  inter- 
pose :  but  this  conduct  has  a  still  more  unfa- 
vourable aspect,  and  carries  with  it  a  strong  ap- 
pearance of  a  consciousness  of  fraudulent  cir- 
cumvention, and  that  these  testamentary  instru- 
ments will  not  bear  investigation.  Snapping  a 
probate  (as  it  is  called)  is  always  considered  to 
create  a  suspicion  of  fraud.  In  the  case  quoted 
it  is  stated  by  Dr.  Calvert  that  Sir  George  Hay, 
in  Ousley  v.  Wells,  (a)  laid  the  foundation  of 
firaud  in  the  executor  amusing  the  next  of  kin  in 
order  to  prevent  the  taking  of  administration, 
till  he  had  obtained  probate — "it  showed  a 
niala^fides:'' — here  it  is  stronger — he  writes  on 
Sunday  evening — he  knew  the  state  of  the 
cross-posts  —  and  before  it  was  possible  that 
the  sister  could  enter  a  caveat,  he  gets  his 
probate  —  but  not  his  probate  only  —  he  has 
got  all  the  ready  cash,  and  he  would  have  got  a 
transfer  of  the  fimded  property,  if  it  had  stood  in 
the  name  of  Clopton,  instead  of  that  of  Ingram. 
Under  these  several  circumstances  of  suspi- 
cion— for  I  carry  it  no  higher — the  proof  of  the 
factum  is  insufficient.  The  capacity  of  the  de- 
ceased, though  not  intestable,  was  so  far  weak 
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and  inactive  as  to  require  a  cautious  examina- 
nation  of  any  testamentary  act,  and  proof  beyond 
a  mere  formal  execution  —  direct  proof  that  the 
deceased  clearly  understood  and  freely  intended 
to  make  that  disposition  of  his  property  which 
the  will  purported  to  direct.  Added  to  the  diffi- 
culty arising  from  this  weakness,  it  is  a  will  in 
favor  of  an  Agent  and  Attorney — in  which  case 
the  law  is  jealous  of  influence  on  one  side  and  of 
blind  confidence  on  the  other: — the  instruc- 
tions, instead  of  being  given  by  the  deceased, 
come  from  the  parties  benefited,  and  the  will  is 
prepared  under  Richard  Wyatt's  directions— the 
codicil  by  Henry  Wyatt  himself :— the  execution 
of  both  instruments  passes  in  the  presence  of 
the  Executor — is  a  mere  formal  transaction, 
without  any  thing  to  probe  the  capacity  or  to 
supply  the  want  of  instructions :  —  the  sug- 
gested recognitions  are  insufficient  in  them- 
selves, and  were  made — ^if  made — at  a  time  when 
the  deceased  was  in  possession  of  the  Executor, 
under  his  influence,  and  exposed  to  any  impres- 
sions that  might  be  made  upon  his  mind. 

I  am  upon  the  whole  of  opinion  that  the  Exe- 
cutor's case  is  not  sufficiently  established  against 
all  the  presumptions  and  suspicions  that  attach 
to  it.  The  Court  therefore  pronounces  that  the 
Executor  has  failed  in  the  proof  of  the  will  and 
codicil ;  but,  as  actual  fraud  has  not  been  esta- 
blished, I  shall  give  no  costs. 
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On  Motion.  2ndSeMioii. 


Hugh  Ross,  late  of  Bloomsbury  Square,  died  The  coon  wm 
on  the  30th  of  October,  1827,  leaving  a  sister,  or  c^paoity^rod 
six  nephews  and  a  niece,  (children  of  two  de-  ^a  on1Sl!^°nt) 
ceased  brothers)  who  would  be  entitled  to  his  ?*"'••  probate 

^.  .  in  common  form 

personal  estate  in  case  of  an  intestacy.     Three  of*  paper  writ- 

/•  .1  1  .  1    J 1  •  ten  in  €Xtr€wiM$f 

01  the  nephews  were  minors,  and  the  niece  was  andoonfoied; 
an  infant.  On  the  day  of  his  death,  the  de-  txT^oT 
ceased,  in  the  presence  of  three  of  his  friends,  f^^^*"'"* 
(one  of  whom  was  Mr.  Roberts)  and  of  his  medi- 
cal attendant,  expressed  a  wish  to  make  his 
will  and  requested  Mr.  Roberts  to  prepare  it 
from  his  dictation,  which  Roberts  did,  and  then 
read  the  will  over  to  him.  The  deceased  ap- 
proved it ;  and,  in  answer  to  a  question,  *'  if  he 
"  had  any  thing  more  to  add,"  replied,  **  No,  that 
"  is  all."  A  pen  was  then  placed  in  his  hand, 
but  he  was  prevented  by  bodily  weakness  from 
signing  the  paper,  and  shortly  afterwards  died. 
These  four  gentlemen  had  made  an  affidavit  of 
the  facts ;  and  that  they  remained  with  Mr. 
Ross  till  his  death  :  they  also  stated  their  full 
belief  of  his  capacity,  and  that  he  perfectly  un- 
derstood the  contents  of  his  will. 

The  paper,  after  enumerating  property  to  which 
the  deceased  considered  himself  entitled,  and 
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1828.      giving  various  legacies ;  among  others,  £500  to 
Easter      each    of  his  three  eldest  nephews  —  James — 
aii7£^o.    Alexander  M'Kenzie — and  Hugh,  with  his  gold 
In  thTgoom  watch  and  appendages  to  Hugh, — bequeathed 
o'         "  to  Mrs.  Hugh  M'Intosh  twenty  guineas,  and 
^'  the  remaining  sum  to  his  nephew  Hugh  Ross, 
"  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-two  years." 
It  then  appointed  an  executor  with  £30  for  a 
ring,  and  gave  to  Mr.  Roberts  fifteen  guineas 
for  a  ring  and  seals ;  and  there  were  scmie  other 
small   legacies ;  but   there  was   no  residuary 
clause. 
The  personal  property  was  about  £2,600. 
The  deceased's  sister,  and  the  three  minoiB, 
and  the  infant,  whose  interests  were  ahme  af- 
fected by  this  paper,  consented  to  probate  in 
common  form :   the  consent  of  the  infant  was 
by  her  mother  and  guardian. 

The  King's  Advocate  moved  for  probate. 

Per  Curiam. 
When  this  paper  was  written,  the  deceased 
was  in  extremis :  the  paper  itself  is  confused  : 
it  would  be  dangerous,  on  a  mere  affidavit  of 
capacity  and  final  intention,  to  decree  probate 
of  it  in  common  form,  especially  as  it  affects  the 
interests  of  minors  and  an  infant,  whose  con- 
sent is  not  sufficient. 

Motion  rejected. 
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Edmund  Fleming  Akers  died  on  the  16th  AdministnUon 
of  February,  1821  ;  and  of  his  will  and  codicils  Si^fo^riT" 
appointed  Richard  Walter  Forbes  and  Isaac  k^***!*^!^ 
Diipuy  executors  and  residuary  legatees  in  cowed  bj  the 
trust.  The  deceased  left  a  widow  and  one  child,  l^Tthe  m^th^ 
an  infant,  who  was  to  take  two  third  parts  of  becime^S?^ 
the  residue  of  the   testator's  personal  estate,  fe«d»«ry '•8»- 

.     ,  *^  '    tee  with  another 

upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  the  minor,  adminii- 

•     •  a1_  •    J  1    iv  A  J  11         tration  de  bomig 

remaining  third  was  left  to  a  grandson  when  he  won,  decreed  to 
should  attain  the  same  age.  Forbes  renounced  torUvYn^e!'^' 
probate  and  administration,  and  Dupuv  beino:  "o^nced  and  the 

*  ,  1.1  ..  olber  who  was 

abroad  was  cited,  after  which  administration  abroad  beSog 
was  granted  to  Mrs.  Akers,  the  widow  (as  the 
mother  and  guardian  of  the  infant)  for  his  use 
and  benefit  until  he  should  arrive  at  twenty-one. 
The  infant  died  in  1822 :  by  his  death  the  ad- 
ministration ceased,  and  the  widow  became  en- 
titled to  a  share  of  the  lapsed  residue ;  and,  in 
order  to  supply  a  personal  representative  to  the 
testator's  estate,  she  had  caused  a  second  decree 
to  be  served  on  the  agents  of  Mr.  Dupuy  (resi- 
dent in  tlie  West  Indies)  and  on  the  Royal  Ex- 
change. 

Upon  an  affidavit  to  this  effect,  Dodson,  for 
the  widow,  applied  for  administration  witl)  the 
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tionate  wife  may  enjoy  the  whole,  after,  as  I       1888. 
'*  before  said,  my  just  debts  in  Madras  are      eastbr 
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"  paid."  ^"•*' 


Jjushingtan  moved  for  probate  as  granted  at         op 
Madras.  cVurm. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  deceased  died  on  the  21st  of  August, 
1827,  leaving  a  widow,  and  two  daughters  by  a 
former  marriage.  The  will,  of  which  probate  is 
asked,  is  not  executed,  nor  is  the  date,  except  of 
the  year  1827,  filled  up ;  blanks  being  left  both 
for  Ibe  day  and  the  month :  there  is  also  the  word 
<*  witnesses"  but  of  course  it  is  not  attested. 

This  Court  however  must  presume  that  the 
Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  at  Madras  acted 
properly  in  granting  probate  of  this  paper  as  a 
valid  instrument,  and  had  evidence  before  it 
accounting  for  the  want  of  execution  and  other 
imperfections :  but  I  think  it  is  very  doubtful 
whether,  according  to  the  true  construction,  the 
widow  is  "  sole  legatee  and  constructive  execu- 
"  trix :"  for  the  deceased,  when  he  wrote  this 
will,  was  not,  as  it  seems,  apprized  that  he  had 
any  property  in  England  to  dispose  of,  whereas 
he  had  £330  in  his  agent's  hands.  It  is  pos- 
sible that  the  wife  may  yet  be  called  on  at  Ma- 
dras to  prove  this  will  in  solemn  form  of  law,  or 
that,  from  the  decree  already  made  there,  an 
appeal  to  the  King  in  council  may  be  prosecu- 
ted by  the  daughters  of  the  former  marriage. 
My  difficulty  therefore  in  granting  probate  to 
the  widow  as  **  constructive  executrix"  is,  that 
she  would  in  that  character  be  exempted  from 
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ma      giving  security ;  but  I  see  no  objection  to  altow 
sabtbr      administration  with  the  paper  annexed  to  pass 

^iMHiirn  *^  ^^^  ^^  "  relict  and  principal  legatee,"  on  her 
— -  giving  security.  There  is  some  difficulty  in 
OP         varying  the  form  of  the  grant,  but  yet  there  is 

"SwrSBA^    still  greater  difficulty  the  other  way. 

It  is  not  fully  decided,  whether  this  Court  is 
bound,  in  all  cases  and  under  all  circumstances, 
to  follow  the  grant  of  probate  made  by  a  Court  of 
competent  jurisdiction.    India  stands  in  a  very 
peculiar  relation  to  this  country,  and  instances 
are  every  day  occurring  when  this  Court  is  called 
upon  to  decree  probates  on  exemplified  copies 
of  willd,  proved  in  that  country,  not  always  in 
the  forms  nor  according  to  the  rules  which  are 
recogniEed  by  our  domestic  tribunals.     The 
more  numerous  however  these  instances  are  the 
more  important  becomes  the  consideration  whe- 
ther some  remedy  should  not  be  provided,  and 
whether  the  object  would  not  best  be  attained 
by  a  short  act  of  Parliament.     It  may  be  said 
that  there  is  an  appeal  to  the  King  in  ooundi 
from    the  decisions  of   these    various  Indian 
Courts : — it  may  often  however  happen  that  but 
a  very  small  part  of  the  property  is  in  Indk 
where  yet  the  party  may  be  domiciled,  and 
then,  according  to  the  present  practice,  the  pi^ 
bate  in  India  would  stiU  regulate  the  grant  hen. 
In  such  cases  therefore  the  party,  in  order  t» 
obtain  that  to  which  he  is  justly  entitled,  and 
which  he  would  naturally  obtain  if  this  Cooi 
might  follow  its  own  rules,  would  be  compelle 
to  go  to  a  large  expence  in  appealing  to  tl 
Privy  Council  from  the  irregular  decision  of 
Court  that  has  only  original  jurisdiction  ove 
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small  part  of  the  effects,  but  which,  by  a  sort  of       1B28. 

courtesy,  eventually  regulates  the  whole.     It  is  eastbr 

an  evil  for  which,  I  think,  some  legislative  re-  ^tl^^on. 
medy  should  be  provided,  and  which  I  recom-        — - 

r,  -  r,  .  /•    ,  ^        ,  In  the  Goods 

mend  to  the  consideration  of  those  Gentlemen  at         op 
the  Bar  whose  attention  may  have  been  more    col^rbao. 
immediately  directed  to  such  matters. 

In  the  present  case  I  decree  administration 
with  the  will  annexed  to  Mrs.  Read  as  the  relict 
and  the  principal  legatee,  the  usual  security 
being  given. 

^sssssssasssassasaiamBBSsssamam 


IN  THE  GOODS  OF  WILLIAM  HINCKLEY. 


On  Motiwi. 


Lmshington  moved. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  deceased's  will  contains  no  executor,  nor  AdminhtntioD 
legatee ;  it  has  only  bequeathed  some  wWoh'wlTio^*" 
11  legacies.     He  died  in  February  last,  and  «?«««toriiorre- 
BBS  left  a  grandmother  and  two  aunts — h&t  annexed,  de. 
dneghters.    The  aunts,  as  l^atees,  now  apply  mou  of  the  de- 
fiBRTtidministration  with  the  will  annexed ;  and  Z^'^^ 
fificf  state,  in  an  affidavit  jointly  with  a  medical  ^^^^^^ 
man,  that  the  grandmother  is  ninety  years  of  the  next  of  kio 
age,  and  incapable  of  taking  the  administration,  ^nltj  ^^  or 
Upon  this  affidavit  the  Ck)urt  grants  the  admi-  JJJij;"^  ^■ 
Qistratibn  to  the  aunts,  who  are  interested  as 
legatees,  and  as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  grand- 
mother. 

Motion  granted. 
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1828. 

Easter 

Term, 

Sod  Seuion. 


IN  THE  GOODS  OF  THOMAS  VANHAOBN. 


On  Motion. 


A  paper  haTiog 
an  attestation 
olaase  in  the 
plural  nnmber 
but  oolj  one 
witness  and  the 
date  of  the  year 
written  on  an 
erasnre:  ^on 
afBdarit  of  the 
execntor  to  a 
reoogoition  and 
from  the  attest- 
ing witness  to 
the  time  and  in- 
tention of  exe- 
onting)  probate 
of  SQoh  paper, 
in  oonunon  form, 
decreed,  thoogh 
one  of  four  per- 
sons entitled  in 
distribution  re- 
fused to  con- 
sent ;  bnt  had 
entered  no 
caveat. 


Thomas  Vanhagen  died  on  the  10th  of  Janu- 
ary 1828.  His  will,  in  his  own  hand  writing, 
was  dated  on  the  9th  of  October,  one  thousand 
eight  hu])dred  and  twenty-three,  and  was  at- 
tested and  signed  as  follows :  — 

In  presence  of  us  who"^  Thomas  Vanhagen. 
have  at  his  request  sign-  >  (L.S.) 

ed  our  names  as  under.   3  John  Weaklen. 

The  deceased  left  his  property  to  his  widow, 
who,  with  three  sisters,  was  alone  interested  in 
case  of  an  intestacy :  two  of  the  sisters  had 
signed  a  proxy  of  consent,  but  the  other  refused. 
The  widow  and  Mr.  Hine — a  solicitor. and  soa- 
in-law  to  the  deceased — were  the  executors.; 
and  Hine  had  made  an  affidavit  as  to  a  recog- 
nition of  the  will  of  the  testator  a  short  time 
previous  to  his  death. 

Ijushington  moved  for  probate  to  the  execu- 
tors, pointing  out  the  informality  that  there  was 
an  attestation  clause  in  the  plural  number,  with 
only  one  subscribed  witness. 
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Per  Curiam. 
From  the  appearance  of  the  paper,  and  from 
the  position  in  which  the  names  of  the  deceased 
and  of  the  witness  are  placed  with  relation  to 
the  attestation  clause,  it  would  seem  that  the 
deceased,  at  the  time  that  these  names  were 
subscribed,  had  no  intention  of  haying  more 
than  one  witness.(a)  The  chief  difficulty  is  that 
the  executors  have  not  brought  in  an  affidavit 
of  the  attesting  witness —  that  the  deceased  in- 
tended, what  was  done  at  the  time  the  witness 
subscribed  it,  to  be  an  effectual  execution  of  the 
paper  as  his  will :  for  I  observe  that  the  word 
"  three  "  is  written  on  an  erasure.  On  a  satis- 
factory affidavit  upon  this  point,  the  Court  will 
decree  the  probate,  since  no  caveat  has  been 


1828. 

Easter 

Tbrm, 

2od  Sesaion. 

In  the  Goods 

OP 

Thomas 
Vahhaoen. 


(a)  IN  THE   GOODS   OF   GEORGE  WINGFIELD   SPARROW.  1838. 


On  Motion. 


The  deceased  died  in  April,  1828.  He  left  a  will  and  codi- 
cil. The  will  was  regularly  executed ;  but  the  codicil  dated 
in  February,  1 824,  which  he  had  written  at  the  foot  of  the  will, 
witti  a  clause  of  attestation — **  in  the  presence  of  m"  was 
only  attested  by  Mr.  Denton  the  deceased's  solicitor.  He  was 
dead ;  but  an  adffidavit  was  exhibited  by  Mr.  Briggs,  his  exe- 
calor,  (who  was  also  a  solicitor,  and  who  had  found  the  will 
tad  codicil  among  Denton's  papers)  stating,  that  Mr.  Sparrow 
bad  in  February  last,  some  time  after  the  death  of  his  solicitor, 
■een  and  inspected  these  testamentary  papers,  and  had  left 
tliem  in  his  possession,  saying,  ^*  he  would  call  ag^n,  and 
**  aker  his  will  and  codicil ;"  but  he  never  came. 

The  Court — upon  this  affidavit,  on  motion  by  Lushington — 
granted  probate  of  the  will  and  codicil . 

Motion  granted. 


Eaiter 

Term, 

SrdSesaioii. 

Probate  in  oom- 
mon  form  de- 
creed of  a  paper 
with  an  attette- 
tion  olaoae  in 
the  plmral  oom- 
ber  and  onlj  one 
witneiSy  on  affi* 
dafit  of  an  im- 
plied reoogni- 
tion. 
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1828. 

Eabtek 

Term, 

8od  SMtioB. 

In  tbv  CiPOPB 

OF 

Thomas 
Vahhaoen. 


entered  by  the  sister  who  declines  to  give  her 
consent ;  and  a  recognition  of  the  will  is  sworn 
to  by  the  executor. 

On  the  3rd  Session,  an  affidavit  from  the  at- 
testing witness  having  been  filed,  fixing  the  date 
of  the  will  and  stating  his  belief  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  deceased  to  execute  it  at  the 
time  it  was  subscribed,  the  Court  decreed  pro- 
bate to  the  executors. 

Motion  granted. 


■■ 


PICKERING    AND    PICKERING    V.    PICKERING. 


1828. 

Faster 

Term* 

trd[  Senloii. 

Adfliislitntion 

wUhR  win  an. 
Mssd,  IB  which 
wti  BO  eKeos- 
tor,  gvnitod  to 
wm   of  two 
ligotOM,  a  de- 
oroo  w4th  intim- 
Btion  having 
iuoed  in  tboir 
joint  namea 
agaimt  the  re- 
aidoary  legatee ; 
theanreties  joa- 
tifjing  in  the 
amonnt  of  the 
anrplaa  bejond 
the  interest  of 
the  one  legatee 
or  (on  a  proxy 
of  oonsent  from 
the  other^  be- 
yond their  Joint 


On  Motion. 


Charles  Pickering  died  in  1814.  He  left  a 
widowy  a  son,  and  two  daughters,  Sarah  and 
Sophia  Pickering.  By  his  will  he  made  his 
wife  universal  legatee  for  life,  and  upon  her 
death,  he  gave  to  each  of  his  daughters  £  1000, 
and  the  residue  to  his  son ;  but  appointed  no 
executor.  On  the  3d  of  May,  1814,  the  widov 
took  administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  io 
the  sum  of  £3500 ;  and,  upon  her  decease,  the 
son — being  on  military  service  in  the  East 
Indies — was  cited  with  a  decree  to  show  cause 
why  administration  de  bonis  non  should  not 
be  granted  to  Sarah,   and  Sophia,   Pickering, 

intereita,  and  an  affidarit  of  no  oottitandiug  debls  being  made. 
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jointly,  as  legatees.    This  decree  with  intima- 
tion was  duly  served. 

Haggard  now  prayed  the  administration  to 
be  decreed  to  Sarah  Pickering,  singly ^  upon  a 
statement  that,  since  the  issuing  of  the  decree, 
the  other  sister  had  been,  and  still  was,  danger- 
ously ill.  He  further  moved,  after  mentioning 
that  the  testator's  debts  had  been  discharged, 
that  the  sureties  might  justify  in  the  amount  of 
the  residue  only,  first  deducting  the  amount  of 
the  legacies  to  the  two  sisters. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  Court  will  allow  this  administration  to 
pass,  in  the  form  now  asked ;  but  It  will  first 
require  either  a  proxy  of  consent  from  the  sister, 
or  else  that  security  should  be  given  to  cover  the 
£1000 — the  amount  of  her  interest — as  well 
as  the  surplus.  An  affidavit  should  also  be  ex- 
hibited that  there  are  no  creditors. 


1828. 

Easter 

Tern, 

Srd  SettioD. 

PimctRiNO 

V. 
PlOKIRINO. 


Motion  granted. 
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COOPER   V.    DERRIENNIC   AND   OTHERS. 


1828. 


Bastbr 

Term,  On  Motion. 

SrdSeuioB. 


A  itgitee—  John  Courtoy  died  on  the  8th  of  December 

bid  ^^d  1818.    On  the  7th  of  January  1819,  his  will  and 

b^n  »I^ed  codicil  were  proved.    On  the  3d  of  November 

withoat  reiwj-  1827,  a  dccrec  issued,  under  seal  of  the  Prero- 

iBg  —  allowed  '  ' 

to  be  w-pro-     gative  Court  (at  the  instance  of  William  Henrjr 
•^  tbrextoa.  Coopcr — cxccutor  of  the  surviving  executor  of 
Sld*iS^T'  Courtoy)  citing,  among  others,  Mary  Derriennic, 
and  on  the  latter  —  (resident  iu  Franco)  the  sole  person  entitled 

depositing  10  ^  '^       .  \ 

the  regutry,  to  to  thc  deccascd's  estatc  under  an  intestacy,  -^  to 

abide  the  iasve  .-,  .i,  111  i*  1 

of  the  caose,  a  SCO  the  Will  propouudcd  and  proved  in  solemn 
S^t'^  ttT*  foi™  of  law.  Upon  the  return  of  the  decree,  the 
>«g«oj-  will  and  codicil  were  propounded  in  a  common 

condidity  and  the  three  subscribing  witnesses 
examined.  On  the  first  session  of  Easter  Term, 
an  appearance  was  given  for  Mrs.  Derriennic 
and  the  cause  was  concluded :  it  was  then  dis- 
covered by  the  Proctor  for  Mrs.  Derriennic, 
that  William  Giles — the  deceased's  attorney- 
drawer  of,  and  a  subscribing  witness  to,  the 
will,  under  which  he  had  a  legacy  of  £300— had 
been  examined  without  giving  a  release.  The 
legacy  with  interest  had  been  paid  to  him,  in 
April  1824,  under  an  order  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery ;  and  he  stated,  in  his  affidavit,  **  that 
^'  at  his  production  and  examination  as  a  wit- 
"  ness  in  this  cause,  the  circumstance  of  his 
''  being  a  legatee  in  the  will  was  omitted  to  be 
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n 


(C 


<C 


(C 


"  mentioned  or  alluded  to  by  him  or  by  any 
"  other  person ;  and  that  in  consequence  thereof 
"  no  release  or  discharge  in  respect  thereto  was 
^*  then  given ;  but  that  neither  at  the  time  of  his 
production  or  examination  as  a  witness,  as 
aforesaid,  had  he  any  mterest  whatever  under 
the  will  or  codicil  propounded,  or  any  claim 
upon  any  person  whomsoever  touching  the 
"  said  legacy." 

An  application  was  now  made  to  the  Court  to 
rescind  the  conclusion  of  the  cause  in  order  that 
William  Giles  might,  on  giving  a  release,  be 
le-produced  as  a  witness,  and  again  repeated  to 
his  deposition. 

In  support  of  the  motion  Lmshington  and 
Addams  —  who  mentioned  the  case  of  Peachey 
and  Merricks  v.  Woody er,  before  Dr.  Calvert, 
as  decisive  of  the  question,  (a) 
Phillimare  and  Haggard  contrk. 


1828. 

Easter 

Term, 

Srd  Session. 

Cooper 

f. 
Derriennic. 


(a)  The  editor  has  been  favoured  with  a  notice  of  this  case. 
It  was  a  cause  of  proving  in  solemn  form  the  will  of  Charles 
Moxon  :  and  was  promoted  by  Dame  Elizabeth  Peachey  and 
Elizabeth  Merricks,  the  cousins  german  and  only  next  of  kin  of 
the  deceased,  against  Richard  Woodyer  the  executor:  and  at 
the  hearing,  an  objection  was  taken  by  Dr.  Wynne  and 
Dr.  Scott  to  the  testimony  of  Ann  Ives,  (a  legatee  under  the 
will,  who  had  received  her  legacy  and  given  a  release  to  the 
executor)  on  the  ground,  that  she  might  be  compelled  to  re- 
fimd  her  legacy ;  that  the  release  came  from  the  wrong  party ; 
tlMt  it  should  have  been  given  by  the  executor  in  order  to  re- 
lease the  witness  from  all  future  possible  demands. 

Dr.  Harris  and  Dr.  NichoU,  on  the  other  side,  argued  that 
the  executor  could  never  compel  Ives  to  refund;*  that  the 
leg^acy  had  been  paid  for  the  purpose  of  making  her  a  witness. 


Prerog. 

1788. 

I8th  June. 


*  9t9  the  oases  upon  this  point  ooHeeted  in  White's  edition  of  Roper  on 
Legaoies.    Vol.  I.  p.  396. 


VOL.  I. 


K  K 
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1B2U. 

Easter 

Term, 

3rd  Session. 

Cooper 

Derkiennic. 


Prerog. 

1827. 

10  Febraar} . 


2  Vera.  472. 


Per  Curiam. 
The  Court  granted  the  motion,   remarking 
that  interrogatories,  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Der- 
riennic,  might  be  administered,  {h) 

The  following  order  was  made :  — 
The  Court  rescinded  its  order  assigning  the 
cause  for  sentence  on  the  second  assignation, 
and  gave  leave  that  William  Giles  be  re-pro- 
duced for  the  purpose  of  being  re-swom  and  re- 
repeated  as  a  witness ;  a  release  under  the  hand 
and  seals  of  the  said  W,  Giles  and  W^i  H. 
Cooper,  and  also  the  sum  of  £400,  to  abide  ithe 
issue  of  the  cause,  being  first  brought  in. 

Note.  —  This  sum  of  £400  was  deposited  in 
order  to  obviate  any  possibility  of  claim  by  the 
residuary  legatee  under  a  prior  will,  in  case  the 
will  propounded  should  be  set  aside. 

and  that  she  had  performed  her  contract  by  being  a  witness : 
the  executor  bad  therefore  received  his  consideration. 

The  Court  (Dr.  Calvert)  admitted  the  evidence,  and  obeerred 
—  it  was  usual  so  to  do,  though  the  books  rather  incline  the 
other  way.* 

(6)  In  Booth  and  Hannam  v.  Hurd,  on  its  being  alleged  that 
Charles  Read,  an  executor,  had  renounced  previous,  to  his 
examination  as  a  witness ;  the  Court  on  this  day^  pexsaitted  a 
release  to  be  brought  in  of  his  legacy  of  £100.  as  execitor 
(bequeathed  to  him  if  he  undertook  the  execution  of  the  will) 
and  on  the  same  being  brought  in,  that  he  might  be  reprodnced 
as  a  witness,  and  again  repeated  to  his  deposition. 

In  Callow  V.  Mince,  a  witness  was  examined  before  the 
hearing  whilst  she  was  interested,  but  after  the  hearing  she  re- 
leased her  interest,  and  was  examined  again  before  themaster. 
'Her  depositions  before  the  master  were  allowed  to  be  read. — 
See  also  Needham  v.  Smith.    2  Vern.  463. 

*  Vide  Harris'  Jastiniao,  lib.  2.  tit.  10.  a.  1 1 .  not%$. 
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IN    THE    GOODS    OF    CHARLES    BRODERIP. 


1828. 


.  Easter 

On   motion.  Term, 

4  th  Seifion. 


The  deceased  died   on  the    14th  of  April,  P'obite,in 
1828,  a  bachelor,  leaving  two  brothers,  William  oftwopapen' 
and  Francis  Broderip,  his  only  next  of  kin,  and  ^t!S^*a*^^ 
the  sole  persons  entitled  to  his  personal  estate  JJSYn*![ffidI!!du 
in  case  of  an  intestacy.  iccoonting;  for 

The  deceased  had  occupied  apartments  at  the  ibowbg  that 
Salopian  Hotel,  Spring  Gardens,  for  upwards  ^ndlldSII^to 
of  three  years  previous  to  his  death ;  and  on  the  <»p«'**«' 
9th  of  April,  while  in  bed,  he  requested  Mr. 
Williams  —  his  intimate  acquaintance   to  give 
him   pen   ink   and  paper  for  the   purpose  of 
making  his  will,  by  which,  he  said,  "  he  should 
"  secure  to  Colonel  Joseph  D'Arcy  the  whole  of 
"  his  property  by  constituting  him  sole  executor 
"  and  residuary  legatee."   The  deceased,  having 
written  his  will  to  the  extent  of  nearly  two  sides 
of  a  sheet  of  letter  paper,  was  obliged  from  ex- 
haustion to  stop,  observing,  at  the  time,  "  that 
^*  he  should  complete  it  when  his  strength  was 
**  sufficiently  restored :"  he  then  sent  for  Mrs. 
Holland  —  the  mistress  of  the  hotel  —  and  her 
daughter;    and  upon  their  coming  to  his  bed- 
side, he  requested  them  to  bear  witness  that 
the  paper,  which  he  had  just  written  in  the  pre-    . 
sence  of  Mr.  Williams,  was  his  will ;    that  he 
then  deposited  it  in  a  purple  portfolio,  and  that 
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1828,       he  appointed  Colonel  D'Arcy  sole  executor,  and 
Easter       residuary  legatee.      Upon    their  quitting   the 

Aiha^ion.    room    he   requested  Williams    to    commit    to 
paper  the  purport  of  such  his  communications, 
OF         and  to  insert  some  directions  as  to  his  funeral : 

brodcrip.  when  this  was  done,  the  deceased  further  begged 
him  to  take  it  down  stairs  —  to  read  it  over  to 
Mrs.  Holland  and  her  daughter — to  obtain 
their  signatures,  and  deposit  it  with  Mrs.  Hol- 
land, as  instructions  for  her  till  the  arrival  of 
Colonel  D'Arcy  from  Ireland.  It  appeared  fur- 
ther, that,  on  the  12th  of  April,  the  deceased 
read  over  what  he  had  written  on  the  sheet  of 
paper  to  Mrs.  Holland  and  her  daughter,  re- 
peated his  intention  in  respect  to  Colonel 
D'Arcy,  and  expressed  his  conviction  that  the 
paper  would  take  effect  as  his  will.  He  made 
similar  declarations  to  the  waiter  of  the  hotel. 

Lushington  —  on  an  affidavit  of  the  above 
facts,  and  on  a  proxy  of  consent  from  the  de- 
ceased's brothers,  moved  for  probate  of  the  two 
papers,  as  together  containing  the  will  of  the 
deceased,  to  be  granted  to  Colonel  D'Arcy. 
The  property,  he  said,  would  scarcely  cover  the 
debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  expences. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  affidavit  fully  states  a  case  that  would 
entitle  these  papers  to  probate,  if  the  executor 
should  be  called  upon  to  prove  them  in  solemn 
form  of  law ;  and  with  the  consent  of  the  two 
brothers  —  the  only  persons  interested  under  an 
intestacy  —  the  Court  has  no  difficulty  in  de- 
creeing probate  to  Colonel  D'Arcy. 

Motion  granted. 
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Bastbr 

Term, 

4  th  Session. 


On  Motion. 


The  deceased  of  his  will  appointed  David  on  renunciition 

-f  jii*  •/•-AiT  A  "WW       -I  of  a  oo-execn« 

J.ones  and  his  wite  Mary  Ann  Hardstone,  exe-  tor,  the  court 
cutors,  and  residuary  legatees  in  trust ;  and  his  rdmWitSu^ 
daughter  residuary  legatee.     He  died  in  1826.  ^J^^^^l,""" 
Mr.  Jones  had  renounced ;  and  it  appeared  that  jottifying;  looii. 
Mrs.  Hardstone  was  a  lunatic  under  confine-  daa^^ter— um 
ment,  and  that  there  was  no  committee  of  her  Jee-dS/nT 
person  or  estate.  *?«  *°»*/^y  ^^ 

,  •  f  •     •  ^"®  mother  — 

Lushington  applied  for  letters  of  administra-  the  other  exe- 
tion  with  the  will  annexed  to  be  granted  to  the  ''"***'* 
daughter  (during  the  lunacy  of  the  executrix) 
without  the  sureties  in  the  bond  justifying.  He 
admitted  the  motion  was  rather  out  of  the  usual 
course ;  but  that  to  grant  it  would  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  lunatic :  he  further  stated  that  in 
consequence  of  the  daughter's  minority,  which 
only  very  recently  ceased,  no  one  had  been  will- 
ing to  administer  to  the  efiects,  and  that  she 
was  unable  to  procure  the  necessary  affidavit  of 
j  ustification .  The  property  consisted  of  a  policy 
of  insurance  for  £1500,  and  a  sum  due  from  the 
business,  in  which  the  deceased  had  been  a 
partner.  r 
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1828.  Per  Curiam. 

EA8TBR  It  is  quite  impossible,    under  the   circum- 

4th^s^oo.  Stances  of  this  motion,  that  the  Court  can  de- 

,     — -  viate  from  its  ordinary  rules :  nor,  even  if  It  had 

In  the  Goods  ^  ^  ' 

OP  the  authority,  could  It  safely  make  the  grant 
harmtome.  without  requiring  the  securities  to  justify.  Sup- 
pose for  instance  this  young  woman  should 
marry  and  the  whole  property  be  dissipated, 
what  remedy  could  be  afforded  to  the  piother  1 
No  reason  is  assigned  for  the  renunciation  of 
Mr.  Jones  the  executor ;  nor  is  the  CJourt  in- 
formed that  any  obstacle  exists  to  the  formal 
appointment  of  a  committee,  to  whom  the  ad- 
ministration for  the  use  of  the  widow  litmld  re- 
gularly be  granted;  or  the  administradon  might 
go  to  the  daughter  as  residuary  legatee,  but  in 
that  case  the  sureties  would  be  required  to  jus- 
tify. At  all  events  the  Court  is  bound  to  reject 
the  present  application. 

Motion  tefased. 


IN  THE  GOODS  OF  JOHN  DUNN. 


On  Motion. 


Thedeoeaied  JoHN  DuNN,  latc  of  Bcdford  Street,  Covent 
baving,  between  Gardcu,  dicd  ou  thc  22d  of  April  1827.     He  left 

instrnctions  for,  ■mir«»iA  t  i  t 

andtheexeca-  a  son,  a  Major  m  the  Army,  and  two  daughters. 
ddSfei^'to^'hi.'  On  the  7th  of  February  preceding  he  called  at 
rfl^lleitily  ^he  house  of  Mr.  Ottywell  Robinson ;  and  gave 
import  to  be  pot  him  vcrbal  and  written  instructions  for  his  will: 

with  hu  will »  T       /•  1*1 

probate  thereof  a  draft  was  accordiugly  prepared,  read  over  to, 
gather  with  £e  ^^^d  approvcd  of  by,  the  deceased.     On  the  6th 

formal  batnimeiit,  cootaioiDg  the  last  will  of  the  deceased. 
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of  March,  the  deceased  delivered  to  Mr.  Robin-       1828. 
0on  a  paper  sealed  up  in  the  form  of  a  letter  and      easter 
superscribed,  ''  Major  Dunn,  by  favor  of  O.  Ro-     ith^sTwiim. 
"  binson  Esq.  Argyle  Street,"  which  he  desired  j^  thTgoods 
might  be  put  with  his  will.  On  the  1 1  th  of  April         «f 
the  deceased  executed  his  will;  when  it  was 
sealed  up,  and  together  with  the  letter,  enclosed 
in  an  envelope  by  Mr.  Robinson,  in  whose  pos- 
session it  remained  until  the  Testator's  death  ; 
when  the  same  was  opened  by  Mr.  Robinson  in 
Major  Dunn's  prei^ence,  who  himself  read  the 
letter,  but  without  imparting  to  any  one  its  con- 
tents.    Major  Dunn,  the  sole  executor  and  resi- 
duary legatee  under  his  father's  will,  proved  it 
on  the  1 3th  of  October ;  the  letter,  however,  he 
did  not  prove,  though  it  contained  bequests  of 
different  annuities,  which  he  regularly  paid,  (a) 
•In  the  month  of  December  Miij or  Dimn  was 
accidentally  killed :  he  died  intestate,  leaving  a 
a  widow  and  one  infant ;  and  on  the  9th  of  Ja- 
nuary  1828,   letters   of  administration   of   his 
effects  were  granted  to  the  widow,  who  had  since 
taken  administration  (with  the  will  annexed) 
ile  bonis  non  of  John  Dunn,  as  administratrix 
of  the  residuary  legatee  therein  named. 

(a)  The  letter  began  thus : 

Bedford  Street,  28M  Feb.  1827. 

My  dear  Son,    , 

You  will  find  I  have  left  you  my  all,  pray  God  send 
you  may  make  good  use  of  the  same ;  and  I  trust  for  my  sake 
you  will  be  kind  to  my  brother  and  my  two  sisters,  and  allow 
them  each  twenty  pounds  per  annum  during  their  life.  Should  if^ 

Joseph  Ramsey  my  nephew  be  living  in  my  service  when  I  am 
no  more  do  what  you  can  for  him.  You  will  find  a  deed  with 
Mr.  Binns  wherein  I  am  bound  to  g^ve  Mrs.  Limbrey  seventy 
pounds  during  her  life.* 

*  The  remtioder  of  the  letter  wu  notof  testaneitaijr  ifflport. 
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1B28.  Lushington  prayed  the  Court  to  admit  the 

Easter  letter  to  probate,  as  a  codicil,  though  of  a  date 

4JS^;n.  anterior  to  the  will. 


In  the  Goods 

OF 

JoHif  Dunn. 


Per  Curiam. 
It  clearly  was  the  intention  of  the  deceased 
that  this  letter,  written  prior  to,  but  delivered 
for  the  purpose  of  being  put  with,  the  will, 
should  form  part  of  his  testamentary  disposition. 
The  executor  followed  its  directions  without 
taking  probate  of  it,  but  that  would  not  be  a  safe 
course  for  his  widow  who  has  only  a  joint  inte- 
rest with  her  child  in  the  effectalof  her  late  hus- 
band. I  shall  tlierefore  revoke  the  present  ad- 
ministration de  bonis  nouy  and  decree  to  Mrs. 
Dunn  a  tie  bonis  non  administration  with  the 
formal  instrument,  and  also  with  the  letter  an- 
nexed, as  containing  together  the  last  will  of  the 
deceased. 


EDWARDS  AND  EDWARDS  V.  ASTLEY  AND  OTHERS, 
AND   V.    H.  M.    PROCURATOR-GENERAL. 

The  presump.  FiTZ-WlLLIAM    ROSIER    WaS  the  paity  lu  tlUS 

pl^ncii  auera-"*  causc  dcccascd;   and  the  question  that  arose 

be™Vvc^na^"be  ^P^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  —  whcthcr  ccTtaiu  pencil  alter- 

b^c°i?camTun  ^^^^^^  ^^eie  cursory  and  deliberative,  or  final. 
ces ;— aacb  as,      A  dccrec  had  issued  citing  Mrs.  Astley,  as  re- 

wM  origS^  siduary  legatee,  and  also  citing  different  lega- 

orwd^shLwr"  *^^®  ?  the  decree  was  further  served  upon  th' 

l^the  deceased  to  King's  Proctor,  as  it  was  alleged  that  the  df 

rery  precise  ccascd  left  no  Tclation. 

5tM*atTons*are'*       LusMngton  aud  Dodsou  —  for  the  execute 

in3rate,ren.  ^skcd  probatc  with  all  the  pencil  alterations. 

deringtbe  scDse  imperfect  and  the  meaning  doubtfal. 
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Phillimore  and  Nickolly  contrd — for  Mr.  Ro-       ^»»B> 
sier — a  legatee.  eastbr 

The  King's  Advocate  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,    ^^ai!^. 


Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  paper  propounded  in  this  case  is  drawn 
up  with  great  form  and  accuracy :  each  legacy 
is  first  expressed"  in  words  at  length  and  then 
carried  out  into  two  columns,  one  specifying 
the  amount  of  the  stock  (for  the  proper^  is 
almost  exclusively  stock),  the  other — of  the  an- 
nual interest :  —  each  column  is  cast  up  at  the 
bottom  of  the  page  and  carried  forward:— the 
pages  are  numbered  and  the  words  "  in  con- 
"  tinuation"  written  at  the  top  of  each  —  and 
this  plan  is  pursued  throughout  the  whole 
instrument.  Nothing  then  can  be  done  with 
greater  care  and  the  paper  on  its  face  exhibits 
in  strong  colours  the  cautious  character  of  the 
deceased. 

The  will,  as  appears  at  the  end,  was  origin- 
ally intended  to  have  been  executed  on  the  ninth 
of  August,  but  the  words  *^  ninth  day"  are  struck 
through,  and  the  words  "  twenty-sixth  day" 
substituted.  The  clauses  **  witness  my  hand" 
and  **  signed  in  the  presence  of  each  other"  ap- 
pear to  have  been  written  at  the  same  time  that 
"  the  ninth  of  August"  was  written :  he  after- 
wards signed  his  name  and  subjoined  his  place 
of  abode ;  and  from  the  appearance  of  the  writing 
I  infer  that  this  was  done  when  he  altered  the 
date— viz.  on  the  26th,  though,  as  I  have  ob- 
served, originally  proposing  to  execute  it  on  the 
9th  —  and  the  conclusion  I  draw  is  that  when  he 


Edwards 

ASTLEY. 
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SO  formally  signed  it,  not  in  the  presence  of  any 
person,  he  had  abandoned  his  purpose  x)f  having 
witnesses.  That  he  wi3hed  the  paper  to  operate 
in  some  form  or  other  there  is  no  doubt :  indeed 
the  only  party  claiming  under  an  intestacy — 
the  Crown — offers  no  opposition  to  the  probate. 
The  reed  and  only  question  then  is,  whether 
the  instrument  is  to  operate  ^  without  — or 
whether  the  Court  is  to  pronounce  for  it  with  — 
the  pencil  alterations.  Part  of  those  alterations 
is  proved  by  the  servant  — Turner-^ to  have 
been  made  on  the  first  of  Septentober  1627  ^-^iiie 
deceased  having  died 'on  the  fifth,  '.^d  I<8ee 
no  reason  to  doiibt  but  that  they  were  all  maide 
subsequent  to  the  2©th  of  August  1826— ^  it 
seems  most  highly  improbable  that  lUey  w^e 
there  at  the  time  of  the  execution  whenever  diat 
took  place  —  and  certainly  there  is  no  proof  that 
they  then  existed.  The  conclusion  deduced  £rom 
probability  is  confirmed  by  a  conversation  be- 
tween the  deceased  and  his  intimate  friend,  Mr. 
Shepherd,  on  the  15th  of  August  1827,  in  which, 
speaking  of  the  general  contents  of  the  will,  tie 
used  this  expression  —  "  that  he  had  made  some 
**  alterations  which  he  believed  would  not  be 
"  material  and  that  no  difficulty  could  arise  from 
**  them."  Now  I  think  the  alterations  to  which 
he  thus  refers  on  the  1 5th  of  August  could  not  be 
those  in  pencil;  but  there  are  some  trifling 
alterations  in  ink  to  which  the  remark  would 
apply :  from  being  a  man  of  such  accuracy  he 
might  be  under  some  alarm  even  respecting 
these  slight  erasures ;  though  not  material  it 
was  natural  enough  for  him  to  tell  Mr.  Shepherd 
that  he  had  made  them :  but  it  is  quite  impos- 
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sible  to  conceiye  that  if  these  pencil  alterations, 
which  constitute  the  whole  difficnlty  of  the  case, 
were  then  made,  he  should  not  have  antici- 
pated some  confusion  arising  from  them. 

It-  is  not  unimportant  that,  in '  this  conversa- 
tion  with  Shepherd,  diier  deceased  expresses  no 
dissatisfaction  at  what  he  has  done  —  no  opinion 
that  his  residuary  legatee  would  have  too  little 
-^but  just  the  contrary — he  had  left  her 
£10,000  stock— her  children  £24,000  stock  — 
and  he  added  ''  there  would  be  some  pretty 
f  pickings  for  Mrs.  Astley  after  all ;"  —  so  that 
on  the  t5th  of  August  he  had  no  thought  of  di- 
minishing the  legacies  in  order  to  increase  the 
residue. 

•  The  question  thea  is,  whether  the  alterations 
in:  pencil  were  final  and  decisive,  or  only  deli- 
berative and  for  further  consideration :  it  must 
be  remembered  that  they  were  made  by  this 
very  accurate  man — labouring  under  an  acute 
and  excruciating  disorder  — ''  an  affection  of 
V  the  bladder  of  a  most  extensive  nature"  (as 
it  is  described  by  the  medical  man.  Glen) —  in 
the  most  depressed  state  of  body  —  and  within 
a -short  period  of  his  dissolution;  —  tfafat  when 
Glen  was  first  called  in,  the  deceased  had 
symptoms  of  apoplexy  which  were  only  pre- 
vented by  cupping  and  other  remedies; — that 
the  usual  effects  of  this  complaint,  especially  if 
attended  by  great  pain  and  exhaustion,  are  con- 
fusion of  mind  and  forgetfiilness.  All  these  cir- 
cumstances tend  to  support  the  presumption  in 
favour  of  the  will  as  originally  executed :  for 
prima  facie  all  pencil  alterations  are  deliberative, 
and  for  this  obvious  reason ;   if  they  expressed 
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the  final  intention  of  the  deceased  why  did 
not  resort  to  a  more  durable  material  ?  This  pre- 
sumption in  the  present  case  is  further  strength- 
ened by  the  fact  that  there  are  some  alterations 
in  ink,  and  there  was  no  reason  why  he  should 
not  have  employed  the  same  material — he  was 
in  his  own  house — imdisturbed — with  efery 
convenience  at  hand —engaged  on  the  paper  finr 
four  hours  —  and  having  it  by  his  side  for  five 
hours  more :  surely  if  he  had  made  up  his  mind 
he  would  have  resorted  to  ink.  This  presump- 
tion, like  all  other  presumptions,  may  be  still 
further  strengthened  by  circumstances ;  for  in- 
stance, if  the  interlineations  and  obliterations 
have  rendered  the  sense  incomplete  and  the 
papers  unintelligible,  it  would  require  pretty  de* 
cisive  evidence  to  convince  the  Court  that  they 
were  intended  to  be  final,  more  especially  by 
a  person  of  extraordinary  accuracy  when  iir 
health. 

Here,  on  the  second  side,  the  bequest  to 
Swanton  is  struck  through  in  such  a  way  as  to 
become  unintelligible— not  as  to  the  effect,  for 
the  legacy  would  be  pretty  much  the  same  as 
originally  given,  but  as  to  the  correctness  of  the 
language  —  it  stands  thus :  the  name  and  title— 
*'  The  Rev.  Francis  Swanton"  is  crossed  out; 
and  yet  immediately  afterwards  "  the  said  Rev. 
"  Francis  Swanton"  is  twice  repeated:  when  there 
is  no  longer  any  such  person ;  for  the  name  has 
previously  been  struck  through.  Then  again  at 
the  end  of  this  bequest,  the  words  —  "  together 
£600  3  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank  Annuities"  are 
crossed  out  in  the  same  manner  :  this  is  not  at 
all  intelligible  —  I  cannot  see  why  it  was  struck 
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through  —  the  whole  bears  the  character  of  con- 
fusion of  mind. 

On  the  third  side,  in  the  legacy  to  James 
Rosier,  the  variation  is  much  more  material.  In 
the  marginal  columns  the  figures  1000  and  30 
are  struck  through,  and  500  and  15  are  inter- 
lined, while  the  body,  where  are  the  dispositive 
words,  remains  unaltered:  —  to  which  is  the 
Court  to  adhere  ?  Here  again  is  something  of  a 
wandering  and  confused  mind. 

In  the  next  clause  there  is  a  more  extraordi- 
nary alteration.  £1000  was  given  by  the  ori- 
ginal dispositive  words  to  each  of  James  Rosier's 
children,  and  the  sums  carried  out  into  the 
respective  colunms  were  10,000  and  300.  The 
body  is  now  changed  by  an  interlineation 
to  500  each,  while  in  the  margin  the  figures,  in- 
stead of  being  5,000  and  150,  are  500  and  15. 
This  again  shows  confusion  and  that  he  meant 
to  revise  —  and  is  uncertain  and  unintelligible : 
an  accurate  man,  if  he  had  made  up  his  mind  to 
these  alterations,  would  not  have  left  them  in 
that  state.  Then  in  the  last  clause  of  that  be- 
quest the  words  —  "  lapse  legacy  but  be  equally 
"  divided  among  the  survivors"  —  are  struck 
out,  and  the  clause  would  now  stand  —  "I  de- 
''  sire  that  the  £500  3  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank 
"  Annuities  shall  not  be  considered  as  a"  — 
which  is  perfectly  unintelligible  and  a  total  want 
of  sense.  If  any  of  the  parties  are  dead  what 
is  to  be  done? — are  the  legacies  to  lapse  or 
not?  Now  originally,  as  I  have  said,  after  he 
had  made  the  bequests  and  carried  them  out  into 
the  marginal  column,  he  cast  them  up  at  the 
bottom  of  each  page ;  but  though  the  particular 
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bequests  are  heie  altered,  yet  the  total  is  not. — 
All  this  bears  the  character  of  wandering — it  it 
a  sort  of  day-dream?— of  waking  confusion,  to 
which  persons  in  that  state  are  Tery  apt  to  be 
subject. 

Again,  on  the  fourth  side,  besides  that  what 
relates  to  the  money  being  the  separate  property 
of  the  Miases  Edwards,  and  their  sister  Mrs. 
Paget  during  coverture  is  struck  out ;  an  inter- 
lineation  of  a  legacy  to  their  Mother  occurs — 
that  insertion  has  more  the  appearance. and 
stamp  of  consideration  and  fixed  intention  :^  be- 
cause  at  the  bottom  of  the  page^  in  order  to  in- 
elude  it,  he  alters  the  total  casting .  up  fiom 
78,000  to  79,000,  but  even  here  there  is  confu- 
sion, for  where  it  is  separately  writt^i  at  the  side 
the  figured  are  only  79 :  and  moreover  he  does 
not  add  the  dividend  df  this  £1000. to  the. sum 
total  of  the  interest  — it  remains  £2547^  10,  in- 
stead of  being  2577,  10.  Even  whai  -he  has 
altered  78  to  79  he  does  not  carry  it  on  to  the 
next  page  —  there  the  sum  still  remains  78,000. 
This  shows  it  was  not  finished  but  left  incom- 
plete. 

Again  what  becomes  of  the  alterations  in  the 
former  pages — for  if  they  were  permanent, 
the  casting  up  in  page  3  should,  instead  of 
71,000,  be  turned  into  61,000;  or  supposing 
the  latter  600  to  have  been  an  error  for  6000, 
then  it  should  have  been  only  66,600  instead  of 
71,000 — yet  the  total  of  that  page  is  suffered 
to  remain  71,000  and  to  be  carried  on  and  in- 
cluded in  the  next  page — even  where  he  changes 
the  casting  from  78,000  to  79,000. 

All   this  shows  either  confusion  of  mind— 
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which  from  his .  lopg  ilhiess  and  the  near  $ip- 
preach  of  death  might  well  be  the  case ;  or  it 
shows  that  these  .were  mere  passing  ideas  for 
further  consideration  and  left  in  an;incamplete 
and  unfinished  state,  and  afterwards  aban- 
doned altogether.  This  constcuctioa  is  fucthef 
confirmed  by  wh^t  passed  on  the  4th,  the*  day 
before  his  death.  Shepherd  and  Glen  had  a 
conyersation  with  him -rr  he  mentioned  his  exe- 
cutors— he  told  them  where  his  will  was :  I  do 
not  infer  from  that  that  he  intended  it  to  op^cate 
with  these  alterations-:- if  he  liad,  he  would  so 
have  expressed  himself  to  Mr.  Shepherd — but 
there  was  nothing  of  the  sort — no  allusion  aor 
reference  to  them — no  wish  to^ish  them-*~no 
declaration  that  he  had  made  and  wished  them 
to  be  acted  upon  in  the  state  in  which  they 
were  :  "  he  hoped  his  testamentary  dispositions 
"would  be  satisfactory  ta^is  friends."  —  Just 
however  as  Glen  had  left  the  room  the  deceased 
recollected  himself,  and  when  Shepherd  had 
called  him  back  the  deceased  said — "  he  thought 
**  he  had  not  left  sufficient  for  his  servant  Philip 
"Turner — he  wished  him  to  have  £500:" — 
and  he  had  before,  on  the  J  5th  of  August,  men- 
tioned to  Shepherd  that  he  intended  to  give 
him  this  increased  benefit.  If  the  alterations 
weraJiot  deliberative  and  if  he  had  not  purposed 
agun  to  revert  to  this  instrument^  he  would  have 
inade  this  addition  to  Turner's  legacy  when  en- 
gaged in  the  paper  for  foux  hours  on  the  1st  of 
September :  but  he  neither  does  that ;  nor  does 
he,i:On  the  4th,  say  one  word  about  the  pencil 
alterations,  and  therefore  it  is  to  be  inferred  that, 
incomplete  as  they  are,  he  had  abandoned  them 
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altogether,  and  probably  forgotten  their  exist- 
ence. This  is  the  legal  presumption,  and  this 
is  the  probability  of  the  fact  deducible  from  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 

Upon  the  whole  the  paper  appears  to  have 
been  originally  drawn  up  with  great  care  and 
attention.  The  Court  has  every  reason  to  feel 
certain  what  the  intention  was  on  the  9th  of 
August — finally  confirmed  when  he  subscribed 
it  on  the  26th  of  August  1826 ;  but  It  has  no 
satisfactory  information  that  the  changes  which 
in  the  wanderings  of  illness — on  the  1st  of  Sep- 
tember 1827 — he  projected,  were  any  thing 
more  than  transient  and  deliberative.  The 
Court  therefore  pronounces  for  the  paper  with- 
out the  pencil  alterations. 


IN  THE  GOODS  OF 
DONNA  MARIA  DE  VERA  MARAVER. 


On  Motion. 


Probtte  of  the 
will  of  a  marri- 
ed woman,  a 
Datire  of,  and 
domiciled  in, 
Spain,  granted 
according  to  the 
law  of  Spain,  to 
one  of  her  sons 
as  execDtor,  on 
affidavits  as  to 
the  law  of  Spain, 
and  the  identity 
of  the  parties. 


The  deceased,  a  native  of  Spain,  died  at  Seville 
in  November,  1820.  On  the  22d  of  November, 
1815,  she  executed  her  last  will  and  testament; 
and  therein,  after  stating  that  she  had  particu- 
larly expressed  to  Don  Martin  Saravia,  her  hus- 
band, every  thing  relating  to  her  will  (since, 
"  in  consequence  of  her  numerous  occupations, 
''  time  did  not  permit  her  to  ordain  her  last 


Maraver. 
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''^  wiU  and  testament  so  extensively  and  with        ^^^- 
"*  such  fonnality  as  was  required)"  she  gave  to       easter 
liim  her  right  power  and  faculty  in  the  most     sufMlV- 
simple  way  according  to  law,  either  should  he  j^  thTgoodi 
lie  before  her,  or  survive  her,  and  in  case  he         op 
should  be  prevented  from  doing  so,  she  then     devera 
conferred  die  same  power  upon  their  lawful 
sons,  collectively  or  individually,  to  declare  her 
last  will  and  testament,  and  order  what  she 
comananded.    She  appointed  her  husband  and 
her  sons  executors. 

In  the  month  of  April,  1821,  Don  Saravia,  the 
husband,  attended'  before  the  proper  authority 
in  Seville,  and  accepted,  declared,  published, 
emd  formalized  the  will  of  his  late  wife ;  and 
ratified  her  appointment  of  executors.  He  died 
in  August,  1827.  Upon  his  death,  a  power  of 
attorney — by  which  Messrs.  Mastermans  had, 
since  1819,  received  the  dividends  upon  certain 
stock  (now  consisting  of  more  than  £3000  new 
£4  per  cent  annuities)  standing  in  the  name  of 
Donna  Maraver  (wife  of  Don  Saravia)  — 
Deased ;  and,  in  order  to  sell  out  that  stock  and 
receive  the  dividends  that  had  accrued  since 
the  death  of  his  Father,  (Don  Cayetano  Sara- 
via,) one  of  the  sons  and  a  surviving  executor, 
had  come  to  England  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  will  (a).  Affidavits  were  exhibited  as  fol- 
low:— 

(a)  It  appeared  that  Don  Cayetano  had  a  power  of  attorney 
firom  his  co-executors  authorizing  him  fully  to  act  on  their  be- 
half, and  to  take  any  measures  that  might  be  requisite  for  re- 
ceiving the  effects  of  the  deceased  in  England,  and  to  appear 
for  them  in  any  Court  for  that  purpose.  This  power  of  attorney 
before  the  Court. 

VOL.    I.  L   L 
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1828.  ''  Appeared  personally  Don  Cayetano  Saravia 

eastbr  "  of  Seville  in  the  kingdom  of  Spain  and  (by 

su^mIV.  "  '^^  sworn  interpretation  of  William  Renell  of 

,     — -  "  London  merchant)  made  oath  that  by  the  laws 

In  THE  Goods  ^^m       .  .  i       i.    i         i  •  /  i 

OP         ''  of  Spam — with  which  at  least,  m  so  far  as  they 
^DE  vbr?'^  '^  relate  to  the  matters  hereinafter  mentioned,  he 
''  this  appearer  is  well  acquainted  —  the  for- 
''  tune  or  property  of  a  Spanish  lady  on  the 
''  occasion  of  her  marriage  (unless    she  ex- 
''  pressly  declines  having  any  settlement)  is  in- 
''  ventorized  and  valued,  and  such  inventoiy 
'^  and  valuation  is  signed  by  her  intended  hus- 
band and  the  amount  thereof  remains  vested 
in  the  wife,  and  must,  at  her  decease,  be  made 
''  up  and  paid  by  the  husband  to  her  executois 
''  or  heirs  ;  that  the  husband  and  wife,  during 
**  their  joint  lives,  are  with  respect  to  their  pro- 
''  perty,  in  a  state  of  co-partnership,  and  the 
''  husband,  in  case  of  his  wife's  decease,  is  also 
''  answerable  to  her  executors  or  heirs  for  a 
*'  moiety  of  such  profits  or  increase  of  their 
**  joint  property   (called   Ganancudes)  as  may 
*'  have  arisen  during  their  cohabitation ;  that 
'*  the  wife  has  full  power  and  authority  to  make 
''  her  will  as  a  feme  sole,  or,  as  is  frequently 
'*  the  custom  in  Spain,  to  empower  any  other 
''  person  to  make  and  declare  the  same  for  her; 
but,  in  either  event  if  she  leave  a  child,  she 
cannot  bequeath  to  her  husband,  or  to  any 
"  other  person  a  larger   proportion  than  one 
fifth  of  her  estate,  and  the  remainder  thereof 
must  descend  to  her  children  ;  but  that  if  she 
"  has  no  child,  she  may  bequeath  her  property 
"  to  her  husband  or  to  others  as  she  may  choose. 
**  That  in  the  event  of  a  wife  dying  intestate 
"  the  whole  of  her  property,  real  and  personal, 
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*  would  go  to  her  children,  or,  in  default  of      ^^^^' 
'  them,  to  her  next  of  kin  to  the  entire  exclu-      eastbr 

•  sion  of  her  husband.    That    the  deceased,      luuSij. 

'*  Donna  de  Maraver,  in  conformity  with  such  ^^  xhTgoods 
"  laws,  had  and  enioyed  a  considerable  fortune         <>', 

\  -  .1  i-         1  DoMMA  Maria 

'•  as  a  feme  sole  notwithstanding  her  coverture ;      de  vera 
"  and  in  November  1815  duly  made  and  exe-    ^^^'^^^"• 
"  cuted  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing, 
*'  and  appointed  her  said  husband  to  make  and 
"  declare  the  same ;  that  the  utmost  extent  of 
"  the  power  which  could  be  derived  by  him  in 
**  consequence  of  such  appointment  was  that  he 
"  might  annul  alter  or  revoke  so  much  of  the 
**  said  will  as  related  to  the  disposition  of  one 
"  fifth  part  of  her  property ;  but  that  having 
**  once  made  declared  and  formalized  the  in- 
"  strument  to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
**  the  deceased  he  could  not  afterwards,  in  any 
"  manner,  alter  or  revoke  the  same."    The  affi- 
davit further  stated,   **  that  Don  Savaria  had 
"  declared  and  formalized  the  instrument  exe- 
**  cuted  by  his  deceased  wife  to  be  and  contain  • 

"  Jier  last  will  and  testament,  and  had  con- 
^*  finned  the  nomination  of  his  sons  as  execu- 
"  tors."  (a) 

There  was  also  an  affidavit,  as  to  the  identity 
of  Don  Cayetano  Saravia,  from  the  Messrs. 
Renell  of  London  merchants,  to  whom,  about 
the  end  of  March  last,  he  brought  letters  of  in- 
troduction and  recommendation.  In  conformity 
with  the  directions  of  the  Court,  when  this  case 
was  first  mentioned,  the  principal  clerk  in  the 

(a)  The  above  aflSdayit,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  laws  and 
customs  of  Spain,  was  certified  by  the  Consul-General  for 
Spain  to  be  correct. 

L  L  2 
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^^^'  house  of  Masterman  and  Co.  made  an  affidavit 

eastcr  that  Masterman  and  Co.  had  been  satisfied  (a) 

siitM»V.  *"^'  ^^^  Cayetano  Saravia,  the  present  appli- 

u  thTgoods  ^^^^>  was  authorized  to  receive  the  dividends 

Donna  Ma  *^^*  ^^^  become  due  upon  the  stock  in  the 

DE  vlka  name  of  Donna  de  Maraver ;  and  they  had  ac- 

maraver.  cordingly  paid  over  the  same. 

Upon  these  affidavits  and  documents  Addams 
moved  for  a  general  probate  to  Don  Cayetano 
Saravia. 

Motion  granted. 

(a)  By  the  letters  of  introduction  from  their  intimate  frieodi 
at  Seville — by  the  letters  of  Don  Cayetano  to  his  wife  and 
family  at  Seville,  and  by  the  remittances,  to  his  reklioiis  there: 
all  which  had  passed  through  their  hands. 


KINO    AND   THWAITS  V.    FARLEY.(6) 

A  teataior.  har-  This  casc  was  argued  by  Lushingt(m  and  Dod- 

injf,  ten  yean  o  .^  O 

before  his  death  $071  for  Kiug  aud  Thwaits  the  executora ;  and  by 
reauhre^cn^ted  King' s  Advocatc  aud  Nicholl — for  Miss  Farley. 

a  will  and  iiab- 
aeqoentljr  a 

codicil  conform-         JUDGMENT. 

able  to  fam  aii- 

certained  affec-  gjR    JoHN    NiCHOLL. 

jea"i^fo"re  bis  Thc  dcccascd,  Gcorgc  Lowdell,  died  on  the 
Sri\fJ'![roke  2nd  of  March  1827,  leaving  one  brother  and  the 
producing  at      children  of  another :  but  he  seems  to  have  kept 

east  great W«/y  '  i»  U'  1    x*  TI- 

infirmity  haviog  up  uo  intcrcoursc  With  auy  ot  his  relations.  His 
cond'codicu  ma-  propcrty,  though  the  amount  of  it  does  not  exactly 
ing  friLlhoKr  appear,  was  considerable  and  of  various  kinds. 
instrumeuts,  ^hc  Dreseut  qucstion  arises  on  two  codiciJs, 

and,  SIX  months  ^       t        r^  •  •! 

before  his  death,  and  thc  Couft  must  lu  somc  measure  consider 
rerokTng  the''2nd  tXiefactuM  of  both. — Thc  former  is  revocatory 

and  rer.  rting  to 

the  former  dispcsitioo — probate  of  the  will,  1st  and  3rd  codicils  granted— there  being  bo  MlisliK- 
tory  proof  of  a  change  in  bit  affections,  and  the  evidence  of  yolltion  and  capaoitjr  bemg  at  kut 
as  strong  in  sii|ipott  of  the  Srd  af  of  the  2nd  eodicil. 
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of  part  of  his  will ;  the  latter,  except  as  to  a 
few  small  legacies,  revokes  the  former  and  re- 
verts to  the  will.  The  will  is  dated  on  the  6th 
of  March  1817 — is  all  of  his  own  handwriting — 
is  carefully  and  formally  drawn — is  signed  and 
sealed — and  is  attested  by  three  witnesses,  his 
neighbours  at  Great  Bookham,  one  of  them 
Bennet  HoUobrook,  who  afterwards  appears  to 
have  been  his  intimate  friend  :  it  appoints, 
Watts,  Lintott  and  Willard,  his  executors — it 
directs  the  payment  of  his  debts — it  gives  lega- 
cies to  servants  and  some  others  out  of  his  long 
annuities,  and  then  disposes  of  the  rest  of  the 
long  annuities — it  gives  legacies  to  other  ser- 
vants in  addition  to  their  wages — it  bequeaths 
certain  sums  in  trust  for  charitable  purposes — 
it  leaves  his  medical  books  and  instruments  to 
Mr.  Baker  —  it  gives  certain  joint  property 
specifically  to  Watts — then,  after  enumerating 
several  estates,  it  bequeaths  them  specifically 
to  Mrs.  and  the  two  Miss  Thorntons  as  joint 
tenants — and  also  gives  them  the  residue  as 
tenants  in  common : — *•  The  rest  and  residue  of 
my  property  of  what  kind  soever  and  where- 
soever, I  give  to  and  bequeath  to  the  said 
"  Sarah  Thornton,  widow,  Elizabeth  Mary 
'*  Thornton  and  Mary  Thornton  spinsters  share 
**  and  share  alike  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
**  not  as  joint  tenants  to  hold  to  themselves 
'*  their  respective  heirs  administrators  and  as- 
"  signs  for  ever  according  to  the  nature  of  each 
**  respective  estate  or  property." 

Whether  this  latter  part  and  these  specific 
bequests  constitute  the  bulk  of  his  property, 
or  whether  the  specific  bequests  exceed  the  re 
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sidue  I  am  not  infonned ;  but  however  that 
may  be,  the  Thorntons  are  especially  benefited. 
Mrs.  Thornton  afterwards  died  in  the  deceased's 
life-time  ;  her  third  of  the  residue  would  conse- 
quently lapse  and  go  to  the  next  of  kin. 

This  will,  so  carefully  and  deliberately  made, 
leaves  no  doubt  what  the  testamentary  inten- 
tions of  the  deceased  were  in  18  J  7 — the  Thorn- 
tons then  were  the  objects  of  his  bounty — the 
Parleys,  of  whom  we  afterwards  hear,  were  not 
even  mentioned — his  medical  firiend  and  neigh- 
bour, Mr.  Baker,  had  his  professional  esteem 
and  regard — his  old  and  intimate  friend  Mr. 
HoUobrook  is  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  of 
this  will  as  well  as  of  the  last  codicil.  — The 
will  is  in  no  degree  in  contest  between  the  par- 
ties —  here  then  is  a  safe  and  solid  foundation 
of  testamentary  intention ;  a  point  of  support 
on  which  to  rest — a  solemn  declaration,  which 
is  in  accordance  with  the  deceased's  history. 

He  was  of  a  very  advanced  age,  above  eighty 
— had  formerly  been  a  medical  practitioner  in 
the  Borough,  but  for  many  years  had  resided  at 
Great  Bookham  in  Surrey — he  had  been  mar- 
ried, but  his  wife  had  been  dead  several  years 
without  issue  :  during  her  lifetime  and  after  her 
death  he  had  been  particularly  intimate  with 
the  family  of  the  Thorntons,  who  resided  at 
Kennington.  Mr.  Thornton  died  leaving  a  wi- 
dow and  two  sisters ;  one  of  whom  afterwards 
married  Mr.  King  an  executor — and  the  de- 
ceased, when  he  came  to  town  to  receive  his 
dividends,  used  frequently  to  stay  at  their  house 
at  Kennington  for  a  week  at  a  time ;  and  they 
were  accustomed  in  the  summer  to  spend  some 
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weeks  with  him  at  Bookham.  Under  this  long 
intimacy  and  no  intercourse  with  his  own  family, 
it  is  not  extraordinary  that  they  became  the 
principal  objects  of  the  deceased's  bomity,  and 
accordingly  these  three  ladies  were  his  residuary 
legatees. 

In  the  beginning  of  1819  the  deceased  had  a 
violent  attack  of  paralysis  which  nearly  deprived 
him  of  speech  and  of  the  use  of  his  right  side — 
his  testamentary  capacity  however  must  be  consi- 
dered to  have  remained,  because  there  is  a  subse- 
quent codicil  not  questioned.  This  codicil,  dated 
on  the  9th  of  November  1822,  revokes  the  ap- 
pointment of  Willard  and  Lintott,  and  substi- 
tutes William  King,  (who  I  supiK)se  in  the  mean 
time  had  married  Miss  Thornton)  and  Thomas 
Thwaits,  as  executors,  and  gives  to  each  of  the 
latter  £100:  it  is  signed  and  sealed;  and  the 
name  is  so  well  written  that  he  can  hardly  have 
been  obliged,  at  that  time,  to  use  his  left  hand  — 
it  is  attested  by  whom? — by  the  Rev.  William 
Farley — Curate  of  the  parish : — by  HoUobrook : 
— by  Bradbury,  the  tailor ;  and  also  by  Baker,  the 
surgeon.  The  validity  of  this  codicil  not  being 
impeached,  testamentary  capacity  up  to  that 
time  — November  1 822 — must  be  admitted ;  and 
here  are  in  confirmation  of  it,  the  Rev.  Mr.  Far- 
ley himself —  Mr.  HoUobrook —  and  Mr.  Baker, 
— besides  Mr.  Bogue,  the  drawer,  and  Brad- 
bury the  attesting  witness.  It  is,  as  executors 
under  that  paper,  that  King  and  Thwaits  are 
parties  before  the  Court,  opposing  a  codicil  of 
December  1824,  and  setting  up  a  still  further 
codicil  of  November  1826. 

To  the  end  of  1822  then,  the  deceased  (as 
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must  be  presumed)  continued  competent  to  the 
performance  of  a  testamentary  act  notwith- 
standing the  paralytic  affection,  and  at  all  events 
the  intention  of  giving  the  Thorntons,  not  only 
the  property  specifically  bequeathed  to  them, 
but  also  the  undisposed  residue,  remained  mi- 
changed  :  while  on  the  other  hand  there  is  no 
intention,  manifested  up  to  this  time,  of  benefit- 
ing the  Parleys. 

In  March  1 823  he  suffered  a  second  paralytic 
attack ;  and  from  that  period,  if  not  before,  his 
bodily  infirmities  were  very  great  —  he  had  lost 
the  use  of  his  right  side  and  hand  —  he  could 
barely  sign  his  name  and  that  with  his  left  hand 
—  his  speech  was  almost  entirely  gone — he 
could  only  utter  monosyllables — yes  and  no: 
as  persons  in  that  state  usually  are,  he  was  vciy 
irritable  and  nervous  —  irritable  at  being  miscon- 
ceived or  not  understood  —  nervous,  so  as  to  be 
in  tears,  when  any  agitating  matter  was  going 
forward.  Whether  his  condition  was  much 
changed  by  this  second  seizure  from  what  it  was 
after  the  first,  is  not  very  clearly  ascertained. 
Four  years  elapsed  between  the  first  and  second 
attack,  and  four  years  more  from  the  second  to 
the  time  of  his  death ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed, 
as  a  matter  of  experience  in  this  Court,  that 
when  witnesses  come  to  speak  to  the  condition 
of  a  person  some  time  afterwards,  they  are  apt 
to  confound  what  passes  at  different  periods.  It 
was  however  within  the  latter  period — after  the 
second  paralytic  stroke — that  both  the  instni** 
ments,  in  dispute  in  this  cause,  were  made. 

On  the  29th  of  December  1 824,  a  codicil  was 
executed  by  the  deceased  and  attested  by  three 
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witnesses,  revoking  the  residuary  bequest  to  the 
Thorntons,  and  giving  to  the  Rev.  William  Farley 
£100;  toMrs.Bogue  £200,  and  to  Jane  Farley  the 
residue.  On  November  18, 1826,  another  codicil 
was  executed  by  the  deceased  and  attested  by  four 
witnesses,  revoking  the  codicil  of  December  29, 
1824 — again  giving  to  William  Farley  £100 ;  to 
Mrs.  Bogue  £200 ;  and  to  Jane  Farley — instead 
of  the  residue  —  £200 ;  and  otherwise  confirm- 
ing the  will  of  1817,  —a  confirmation  this  of  his 
testamentary  bounty  in  favour  of  the  Thorntons. 
Each  of  these  instruments  must  be  proved  —  for 
if  neither  is  proved,  the  will  of  1817  with  the 
codicil  of  1822  remains  unaltered. 

So  far  as  respects  the  capacity  of  the  deceased 
these  two  codicils  stand  upon  nearly  equal 
ground :  —  no  material  change  in  his  condition 
had  taken  place — he  was  much  in  the  same 
state  in  December  1824  as  in  November  1826, 
and  he  lived  near  four  months  after  the  lat- 
ter period :  true,  he  had  lost  the  use  of  one 
side  and  could  only  utter  monosyllables,  but  to 
the  end  of  his  life  he  was  drawn  about  in  his 
pony-cart,  wherever  he  directed:  he  signed 
letters  and  drafts  — he  counted  money — he  un- 
derstood questions  and  answered  them  —  he 
played  at  cards -he  certainly  was  m  a  very 
miserable  state  of  body,  but  his  mental  faculties 
were  not  gone  —  he  was  capable  of  volition  and  in- 
tention ; —  but  it  would  require  very  clear  proof  of 
intention  to  support  the  first  of  these  two  codicils. 
If  Baker  is  right  he  had  not  capacity  at  either  time 
— and  then,  neither  paper  ought  to  be  established ; 
but  that  is  not  an  opinion  supported  by  ajust  view 
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1828.      of  the  £Eu^ts—  nor  one  on  which,  I  presume.  Miss 
Easter      Farley  will  much  rely. 

suimIIj.  What,  then,  is  the  proof  to  establish  this 
—  ^  codicil  of  December  1824,  and  to  take  away  the 
TBWAiTt  residue  from  the  Thorntons,  to  whom  he  had 
faklbt.  been  so  long  attached  ?  Mr.  Farley  had  been 
Curate  of  Bookham  about  eleven  years — he 
kept  a  school  there  —  and  his  sister  resided  with 
him :  as  a  neighbour  he  attested  the  codicil  of 
1822,  but  his  name  does  not  occur  in  the  dispo- 
sition then  made.  During  the  latter  years  of 
the  deceased's  life  (for  so  it  is  laid  in  the  plea) 
Farley  and  his  sister  visited  him  —  showed  him 
kind  attentions — played  at  cards  with  him,  and 
Miss  Farley  gave  him  her  trumps.  Hence, 
though  the  deceased  seemed  fond  and  pleased, 
— though  there  was  a  growing  partiality,  parti- 
cularly towards  Miss  Farley — yet  all  the  inti- 
macy arose,  and  the  whole  regard  was  acquired, 
after  this  poor  creature  became  a  complete 
paralytic.  These  kindnesses  might  account  for 
giving  them  little  legacies,  as  he  had  done  to 
others ;  and  here  are  two  documents,  £  and  F, 
which  seem  as  if  such  a  thing  was  intended. 
Paper  E  contains  a  list  of  sums  from  £100  to 
£1000:  it  is  headed  "  Mr.  Farley,"  and  thus 
proceeds : — 

Legacies  to  be  paid      3  months  + 

in        G  months 
£100  12  montlis 

Mr.  Farley  one  hundred  pounds 

•f 
Mrs.  Bogue  two  hundred  pounds 

•f  three  hundred  pounc^ 

■}'  £4m        Miss  Far! 
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The  remainder  of  this  paper  is  immaterial. 
This  instrument,  therefore,  proves  that  at  the 
time  it  was  drawn  up  he  was  unable  to  express 
or  explain  himself  in  any  other  way  than  by  a 
cross,  but  it  also  proves  that  he  did  intend  to 
benefit  these  parties  to  a  certain  extent,  and 
consequently  paper  F,  a  draft  of  a  codicil,  is  pre- 
pared in  exact  conformity  with  £ ;  but  it  has  no 
date,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted. 

''  This  is  a  further  codicil  to  the  will  of  me 
'^  George  Lowdell  of  Great  Bookham  in  the 
'^  county  of  Surrey  Esquire  I  give  and  bequeath 
**  unto  the  Reverend  William  Farley  of  Great 
**  Bookham  aforesaid  Clerk  the  sum  of  £100 
'^  Also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Jane  Farley  of 
**  Great  Bookham  aforesaid  Spinster  Sister  of 
*^  the  said  WiUiam  Farley  the  sum  of  £400 
*'  Also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Elizabeth  the 
'^  wife  of  James  Bogue  of  Guildford  in  the 
"  county  of  Surrey  Gentleman  the  sum  of  £200 
'*  which  said  legacies  of  £100  £400  £200  I  di- 
**  rect  to  be  paid  within  3  months  after  my  de- 
^*  cease  And  in  all  other  respects  I  ratify  and 
•*  confirm  my  said  will  in  witness  &c." 

There  is  not  in  the  cause  any  account  what- 
ever of  these  preparations  for  a  codicil:  the 
Court  is  left  quite  in  the  dark,  when  they  were 
drawn  up — why  they  were  not  executed — how 
and  for  what  reason  the  deceased's  purpose  was 
changed  and  so  material  an  alteration  made. 
Mrs.  Sheriff,  his  housekeeper,  went  with  him  in 
his  pony-cart  to  Bogue's  for  the  purpose,  as  she 
understood,  of  giving  legacies  to  the  Farleys — 
this  is  conformable  to  the  last  codicil  and  does 
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clined  to  receive  him,  that  in  consequence  he 
was  exceedingly  angry  and  offended ;  but  the 
story  is  so  blind  and  dark  that  it  does  not  render 
probable  this  important  variation  :  —  if  it  were 
true  to  the  extent  represented  —  if  his  affections 
were  completely  alienated  and  transferred  to 
Miss  Farley — he  would  have  broken  off  all 
communication  with  the  Thorntons  and  revoked 
the  specific  bequests  as  well  as  the  residue — but 
no  such  thing — his  intimacy  still  continues  and 
the  specific  bequests  remain  part  of  his  will. 

If  there  is  nothing  then  d  priori  to  render  the 
alteration  probable,  what  is  the  proof  of  the 
/actum  1  All  that  has  been  done  in  support  of  it 
is  the  production  of  the  attesting  witnesses  — 
three  tradesmen  at  Guildford  called  in  by  Bogue 
and  who  see  the  deceased  subscribe — but  no- 
thing more.  The  codicil  is  not  read  over  in  their 
presence  and  the  deceased  scarcely  utters  a  word. 

This  is  a  total  failure  of  proof:  it  would  be 
quite  contrary  to  all  experience  and  practice  to 
pronounce  this  sufficient  proof.  If  a  man  is  in 
full  possession  of  his  faculties  and  the  execution 
takes  place  in  the  presence  of  three  witnesses, 
the  presumption  is  that  he  knows  and'  intends 
what  he  is  doing ;  but  when  it  is  the  act  of  a 
man  in  such  a  state  and  at  variance  with  all  his 
former  ascertained  intentions,  such  evidence 
weighs  nothing  at  all.  Bogue  alone  could  have 
proved  what  would  have  been  satisfactory  to  the 
Court,  but  Miss  Farley  has  not  ventured  to  pro- 
duce and  subject  him  to  cross-examination :  — 
she  has  been  content  with  her  own  cross-examin- 
ation by  one  single  interrogatory,  and  that  is 
so  general,  —  that  it  amounts  to  nothing  —  he 
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merely  says — that  he  drew  the  codicil  from  in- 
structions given  by  the  deceased  and  was  satis- 
fied that  he  intended  to  make  this  disposition. 
In  ordinary  cases  perhaps  this  might  be  snffi- 
ci€;pt ;  but  as  the  deceased  was  in  so  wretched  a 
condition  it  was  necessary  to  lay  the  circum- 
stances before  the  Court  to  show  that  such  means 
were  used,  that  the  deceased  could  not  misap- 
prehend the  nature  and  purport  of  the  instru- 
ment. The  proof  then  in  support  of  the  codicil 
of  December  1824,  supposing  there  were  no  re- 
vocatory codicil,  is  extremely  slender,  consider- 
ing the  infirmity  of  the  deceased's  faculties  and 
the  strong  presumption  against  the  revocation 
of  the  disposition  contained  in  the  will  of  1817 
as  already  set  forth.  It  is  pleaded,  that  in 
1825  the  deceased  deUvered  this  codicil  to  the 
brother,  William  Farley ;  of  that  no  evidence  is 
ofiered ;  they  have  not  ventured  to  produce  him, 
though  he  has  no  greater  interest  mider  one 
codicil  than  the  other :  the  history  therefore  of 
this  codicil  and  of  the  possession  of  it  is  much 
in  the  dark. 

In  the  summer  of  1826,  Mrs.  Sheriff's  health 
having  been  much  impaired  by  nursing  the  de- 
ceased, she  was  absent  for  six  weeks  or  two 
months;  and  Miss  Thornton  came  to  the  de- 
ceased's house  to  superintend  the  family  dur- 
ing her  absence.  Miss  Farley,  who  was  ac- 
quainted with  this  codicil  of  December  J  824, 
seems  to  have  interfered  in  the  domestic  ar- 
rangements and  to  have  had  some  quarrel  with 
Miss  Thornton,  because  Mrs.  Sheriff  states  on 
her  return  she  found  matters  in  confusion.  This 
part  of  the  history  is  left  rather  in  obscurity : 
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how  the  existence  of  this  codicil  was  first  known 
either  to  Thornton,  or  to  Sheriff,  or  to  the  de- 
ceased himself,  there  is  no  evidence,  but  the 
feet  is  quite  clear  that  there  was  a  considerable 
quarrel  between  the  Parleys  and  Miss  Thorn- 
ton :  how  brought  about  does  not  appear — whe- 
ther the  deceased  remembered  it  and  repented 
of  the  codicil,  or  whether  it  was  suggested  to 
him; — but  not  only  did  intercourse  with  the 
Parleys  cease,  and  were  they  excluded  from  his 
house,  but  in  the  autumn  he  was  anxious  to  do 
something  about  the  codicil  of  December  1824, 
and  Peters,  his  servant,  deposes,  that  the  de- 
ceased desired  to  be  driven  to  the  house  of  Mr. 
Hart :  and  while  it  is  pleaded  by  Miss  Parley 
that  custody  and  controul  were  both  exercised 
over  him,  the  fact  is  clear  that  he  drove  out  in 
his  pony-chaise  as  before — that  he  passed 
Parley's  door  constantly  and  never  called  — 
and  that,  (with  the  exception  of  the  Parleys,)  his 
friends  and  neighbours — different  families — 
visited  him  as  before :  so  that  he  was  neither  kept 
at  home  in  custody  nor  controlled  as  to  where 
he  should  go ;  and  the  evidence  is  pretty  strong 
that  he  was  at  no  time  a  person  who  would 
readily  submit  to  be  controlled. 

It  is  quite  manifest  that  he  became  much  dis- 
satisfied with  Bogue,  and  very  anxious  about 
some  new  testamentary  act  after  finding  out  the 
contents  of  this  codicil :  he  seems  to  have  sup- 
posed that  Mr  Bogue  had  at  least  misappre- 
hended his  intentions,  if  not  too  readily  further- 
ed the  Parleys'  wishes ;  but  assuming  that  he 
well  knew  and  understood  the  contents  of  that 
codicil  and  that  it  was  executed  under  some 
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temporary  impression,  and  that  of  this  there 
was  full  proof,  is  it  at  all  extraordinary  that  he 
should  revert  to  his  former  will  ?  Such  a  return 
would  he  much  easier  of  proof  than  the  former 
departure :  it  was  natural  enough  that  on  re- 
flection or  explanation  or  even  on  remonstrance 
he  should  gladly  and  readily  revert  to  it. 

Accordingly  on  Saturday,  October  24,  he  set 
off  in  his  pony-chaise  and  made  his  servant 
drive  him  to  Dorking  to  the  house  of  Mr.  Hart 
— a  solicitor  residing  there — a  witness  pro- 
duced by  Miss  Farley,  and  who  has  acted  fietirly 
and  given  fair  evidence.  The  deceased  could 
not  articulate,  nor  make  himself  imderstood, 
further  than  that  his  visit  had  some  reference 
to  his  will,  and  the  interview  ends  by  a  proposal 
from  Hart  to  call  on  the  deceased  at  Bookham 
the  following  day.  This  visit  to  Dorking  is  not 
immaterial  as  showing  that  the  deceased  had 
an  intention  to  make  some  alteration  when  not 
in  the  presence  of  those  usually  about  him,  and 
that  he  was  not  a  mere  instrument  in  their 
hands. 

On  going  the  next  day  to  Bookham  and 
meeting  Mr.  Thwaits,  Hart  had  no  better  suc- 
cess and  made  but  little  progress  in  understand- 
ing the  deceased.  There  the  matter  rested  for  a 
time ;  but  Bogue — having  been  staying  a  fewdays 
with  the  deceased  at  Bookham,  —  before  he  went 
away  on  the  third  of  November,  delivered  to  him 
copies  of  all  the  codicils  he  had  ever  drawn  for 
him ;  and  on  the  1 6th  of  November  Hart  being 
sent  for,  again  went  over  to  Bookham ;  and  he  did 
then  arrive  somewhat  nearer  to  the  deceased's 
wishes.   A  draft  of  the  will  of  181 7  was  pi 
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imd  read  over  to  the  deceased :  when  they  came  to 
the  residuary  clause,  he  was  asked — if  he  had 
made  a  codicil  giving  Miss  Farley  the  residue  and 
if  it  was  agreeable  to  him ;  he  appeared  affected — 
he  shook  his  head  —  and  cried,  "  No,  no."  Here 
then,  from  Miss  Farley's  own  witness,  is  pretty 
strong  evidence  that  the  deceased — unless  he 
was  idiotic,  which  is  contrary  to  all  the  evidence 
— was  dissatisfied  with  the  codicil  of  1824 ;  and 
that  if  he  had  possessed  the  power  of  utterance, 
he  would  have  got  it  revoked  when  he  first  went 
to  Hart's.  Hart  then  proposed,  and  the  proposal 
was  acceded  to,  and  adopted,  that  Bogue  should 
attend  on  Saturday,  November  the  18th,  as  well 
as  Mr.  Baker,  the  Surgeon,  and  Mr.  Thwaits,  the 
executor, — all  disinterested  witnesses  in  respect 
to  this  codicil. 

Accordingly  on  the  1 8th  of  November  they 
met,  and  Mrs.  Sheriff  and  Miss  Thornton  were 
also  present.  The  papers,  D,  E,  F,  and  G, 
-copies  of  the  several  testamentary  instruments, 
were  then  produced,  and  Hart  read  to  the  de- 
ceased, G — the  copy  of  the  codicil  of  December 
1824.  He  deposes,  that  ^*  the  deceased  listened 
very  attentively,  till  he  came  to  the  clause 
giving  the  residue  to  Jane  Farley,  the  deceased 
'*  then  shook  his  head  and  hands  and,  in  a  crying 
"  tone  of  voice,  said  '  No,  No,'  and  appeared  to 
"  be  affected  and  in  tears."  This  is  Hart's  own 
account,  and  if  the  deceased  had  any  intellect 
and  was  not  completely  deprived  of  understand- 
ing, this  evinced  a  wish  and  intention  to  revoke 
that  disposition  of  the  residue.  Mr.  Hart  very 
properly  does  not  trust  to  his  mere  reading — 
he  repeats  it  in  the  way  of  explana^tion,  and  again 
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asks,  ^*  if  it  was  the  deceased's  intention  to  give 
the  residue  to  Jane  Farley/'    ^  The  deceaised 
**  again  shook  his  head,  cried,  and  siaid  '  No,  No,' 
''  appearing  much  hurt."    Hart  then  enquired, 
**  where  the  codicil  was ;"  and,  being  told  that 
it  was  in  the  hands  of  Jane  Farley,  asked  the 
deceased,  ^'  if  it  was  his  wish  the  codicil  should 
^'  be  obtained  from  her.    The  deceased  iinme- 
^^  diately  nodded  assent :  deponent  said  he  and 
^*  Bogue  would  go  to  her — deceased  agftin  nod- 
^*  ded,   and,   as  deponent  thinks,  «aid — Yes, 
''  Yes,  Yes."    Here  is  the  absence  of  speech, 
but  here  is  intelligent  assent  and  dissent — ap- 
probation and  disapprobation—^as  to  what  is  read, 
to  what  is  explained,  and  to  what  is  {Moposed : 
he  understands  the  drift  of  questums.     Hart 
and  Boguc  go  to  Miss  Farley  and  demand  the 
codicil — she  denies  having  it — the  brothear  is 
present; — but  I  will  not  rest  on  this  ptit  of  the 
case — the  codicil  cannot  be  obtained,  and  they 
return  without  it.  The  Rev.  WiUiam  Farley  over- 
takes and  enters  the  house  with  them,  and  begins 
making  an  accusation  against  the  parties  pre- 
sent.   A  great  altercation  and  mndi  noise  en- 
sue— the  poor  speechless  testatorcan  do  nothing 
but  shed  tears,  and  Farley  at  length  retires. 
Hart  expresses  it  wish  to  decline  making  the 
codicil  and  goes  away  as  he  deposes — *'  having 
"  previously  stated  to  Mr.  Bogue  that  he,  or  «ny 
**  other  person  who  understood  the  deceased 
"  better,  might  do  so  if  they  thought  proper," 
so  that  he  does  not  protest  against  the  deceased's 
capacity,  and  caution  those  present  not  to  prD- 
ceed ;  on  the  contrary  his  objection  only  arises 
from  his  doubt  of  understanding  the. deceased; 
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and  he  quite  negatives  the  very  plea  of  Farley 
by  whom  he  is  produced :  for  on  the  next  article 
he  states: — ^^  He  cannot  depose  that  the  de- 
*'  ceased  was  incapable  of  the  management  of 
**  himself  and  his  afiairs,  and  was  not  a  free 

^  agent The  deceased  did  not  appear  at  all 

'*  intimidated — not  in  the  least ;  and  his  upder- 
**  standing  appeared  to  be  good  then  as  well  as 
*^  on  the  previous  occasions  on  which  he  had 

seen  him ;  for  deponent  saw  him  on  three 

occasions  prior  to  the  aforesaid  18th  of  No- 
**  vember." 

Here  then  is  Miss  Farley's  own  witness,  and 
a  person  whose  conduct  appears  to  have  been 
cautious  and  sensible,  proving,  from  the  con- 
duct of  the  deceased,  understanding  and  voli- 
tion, and  confirming  with  his  own  opinion,  and 
from  his  own  observation,  that  the  deceased  was 
not  intimidated  or  imposed  upon,  but  was  both 
a  free  and  a  capable  agent. 

Mr.  Bogue  gives  nearly  a  similar  account, 
varying  in  some  instances  as  to  particular  cir- 
cumstances, but  in  nothing  that  affects  the 
credit  of  either.  Baker  also  in  part  agrees  with 
one,  in  part  with  the  other ;  but  all  concur  in 
substance,  especially  on  the  important  point 
of  the  intention  and  conduct  of  the  deceased. 
Bogue's  evidence  is,  in  some  respects,  even 
stronger  then  Hart's.  For  instance,  he  says 
-r-the  deceased  himself  pointed  to  Hart  and  the 
deponent  as  the  two  persons  to  go  and  demand 
the  codicil  of  Miss  Farley — that  the  deceased 
waived  his  hand  to  Farley  to  quit  the  room ;  — 
and  in  some  few  other  particulars :  but  it  will 
be  sufficient  to  revert  to  him  for  the  sequel,  to 
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observe  what  precautions  he  took,  after  Hart's 
departure,  to  ascertain  the  volition  and  capacity 
of  the  deceased. 

Bogue  deposes — "  That  when  Hart  had  left 
"  the  room  either  Mrs.  Sheriff  or  Miss  Thornton 
"  or  Mr.  Baker,  or  they  conjointly,  requested 
'^  deponent  to  make  a  new  codicil  revoking  that 
"  of  the  29th  December  1824." 

There  was  no  impropriety  in  their  then  re- 
questing Bogue  to  make  the  codicil,  for  they 
had  been  present  in  the  room  all  the  time 
and  knew  what  the  deceased's  wishes  were. 
Bogue  at  first  declined  because  he  thought  he 
had  offended  him  :  they  at  length  prevailed  on 
him ;  and  this  is  the  account  he  gives  of  the 
transaction: — "  Deponent — taking  either  the 
**  copy  of  the  codicil  of  the  29th  of  December 
"  1824  already  on  the  table,  or  the  draft  of  it— 
"  which  he  had  brought  with  him — said  to  the 
**  deceased — *  Do  you  mean  to  revoke  thele- 
"  gacy  to  the  Reverend  William  Farley  of  the 
"  sum  of  <£100  :'  to  which  the  deceased  answer- 
"  ed  distinctly  *  No.'  Deponent  then  asked 
'*  him  '  whether  he  wished  to  revoke  the  legacy 
"  of  £200  to  deponent's  wife.'  — *No.'— Whe- 
"  ther  he  intended  to  revoke  the  bequest  of  the 
"  residue  of  all  his  property  to  Miss  Farley'— 
"  he  replied  in  a  distinct  manner  *  Yes.'  — 
"  '  Whether  he  would  not  give  her  something' — 
"  *  No.'  Miss  Thornton  then  asked  the  de- 
"  ceased  to  give  Miss  Farley  £200,  upon  which 
"  he  said  '  Yes,'  or  by  a  sign  signified  his  as- 
"  sent.  She  then  asked  him,  *  Whether  he 
"  would  not  leave  something  to  his  nephew :' 
"  to  which  he  answered  *  No.'  " 
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If  a  will  can  be  made  by  interrogatories  — 
unless  there  be  something  in  law  to  prevent  in- 
structions being  received  in  this  manner — here 
is  the  strongestproof  of  volition,  discrimination, 
and  capacity,  particularly,  taking  it  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  fact,  that  the  deceased's  mind  had 
been  previously  known.  Bogue  then  asked  the 
deceased,  *  Whether  Thwaits  should  continue 
in  the  room  while  the  codicil  is  prepared ;'  and 
he  answered  "  Yes :"  and  in  this  there  was  no 
impropriety : — Thwaits  was  a  friend  of  the  de- 
ceased's, and  perfectly  disinterested.  Bogue 
continues: — "While  he  was  drawing  up  the 
"  codicil,  he  asked  the  deceased,  whether  he 
"  intended  to  revoke  the  appointment,  he  had 
"  by  a  prior  codicil  made,  of  the  deponent  as  an 
"  executor ;  the  deceased  answered  thereto  by 
"  taking  the  very  codicil  containing  such  ap- 
"  pointment  and  throwing  it  into  the  fire.  — 
"  When  deponent  had  finished  the  draft,  he 
read  it  over  to  the  deceased,  and  asked  him, 
*  whether  it  was  right  :'  the  deceased  said 
**  *  Yes.'  He  afterwards  read  the  copy  all  over 
"  to  the  deceased,  and  put  the  same  question — 
**  to  which  the  deceased  replied  *  Yes.'  " 

So  here  are  two  readings  over.  The  witness 
then  speaks  to  the  execution  of  the  codicil,  and 
to  the  testator's  capacity :  as  to  his  capacity — 
in  these  terms : — 

"  The  deceased  was  unable  to  converse :  he 
only  uttered  monosyllables,  or  little  more ;  but 
he  had  every  faculty,  as  deponent  believes, 
*'  except  the  faculty  of  speech ;  that  he  recog- 
nized every  person  who  came  into  the  room ; 
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i^j^     "  and  nodded,  when   they  inquired  after  his 

Easter         '*  health." 

3ut  mIj.         At  least  this  is  as  good  evidence  as  on  the 

kinTakd    fowJ^^r  codicil,  and  his  reverting  to  the  disposi- 

thwaits     tion  of  the  will  is  more  natural  than  the  depar* 

Farley      turc  from  it.     But  I  do  not  wholly  rest  on  Bogae 

for  this  part  of  the  case ;  here  is  Baker  the  me* 

dical  attendant,  as  I  have  already  noticed,  who, 

after  speaking  to  the  facts,  says : 

''  He  believes  it  was  the  deceased's  intenticm 
''  to  make  an  alteration  in  the  disposition  of  the 
''  residue  of  his  property,  and  to  revoke  the 
''  codicil  of  the  29th  of  December  1824,  and  that 
''  the  deceased  understood  and  approved  of  the 
"  codicil  of  the  18th  of  November  1826;  but  he 
*'  does  not  believe  that  the  deceased  was  on  that 
*'  day  of  sound  perfect  and  disposing  mind  me- 
"  mory  and  imderstanding." 

This  opinion  will  not  much  serve  Miss  Far- 
ley's case :  but  looking  at  the  facts  stated  by 
Mr.  Baker,  on  which  the  Court  must  form  its 
own  opinion,  the  intelligence  and  volition  seem 
sufficient  for  giving  effect  to  the  particular  trans- 
action. Considering  the  former  disposition— 
his  long  affection  for  the  Thorntons  —  his  quar- 
rel with,  and  estrangement  from,  the  Parleys  in 
the  summer  of  1826,  it  was  to  be  expected  that 
he  would  revert  to  his  original  purpose.  His  old 
and  intimate  acquaintance,  Mr.  HoUobrook,  cor- 
roborates this  detail  of  the  facts : 

"  Bogue  read  the  codicil  in  the  hearing  of  all 
"  present,  and  then  asked  the  deceased,  '  Will 
"  you  leave  Miss  Farley  £200?'  —  to  which  he 
**  answered  in  a  firm  tone  '  Yes.'  — '  Will  you 
''leave    Mr.    Farlev   £100?'— ^  Yes.'  — *  Mrs. 
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"  Bogue  £200  ?'  —  *  Yes/  —  Bogue  then  en- 
"  quired,  *  whether  he  wished  to  leave  any 
**  more  :'  —  to  which  he  answered,  *  No :' "  — 
that  is,  then,  reverting  to  the  will.  The  witness 
continues, ''  that  on  the  day  and  at  the  time  of  the 
**  execution  of  the  codicil  the  deceased  was  of 
**  sound  mind  memory  and  understanding,  and, 
^'  as  far  as  his  mind  was  required  to  act,  was  as 
''  capable  of  doing  that  or  any  other  serious  act 
"  requiring  thought,  judgment,  and  reflection  as 
"  ever  he  was." 

Now,  upon  the  evidence  already  quoted,  there 
is  sufficient  for  me  to  pronounce  that  the  codicil 
of  1826  is  proved :  there  is  no  clandestinity  in  the 
transaction :  Hollobrook,  who  attested  the  will 
of  1817,  is,  the  day  before,  requested  to  attend 
for  the  purpose  of  being  a  witness.  Mr.  Baker 
is  also  appointed  to  be  present,  and  Bradbury 
is  asked  to  be  a  witness:  there  is  no  ap- 
pearance of  any  urgency  in  any  part  of  the 
business.  The  Court  ought  also  to  recollect 
that  the  deceased  was  not  then  at  the  point  of 
death  —  he  lived  four  or  five  months  longer. 
Miss  Thornton  staying  with  him — he  acting  as 
before — driving  out  in  his  pony  chaise  —  sign- 
ing letters — signing  drafts — playing  at  cards. 

Upon  the  whole,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
before  his  mind  was  in  any  degree  affected,  viz. 
when  he  executed  the  will  in  1817  —  it  was  the 
fixed  and  decided  intention  of  the  deceased  to  give 
the  bulk  and  residue  of  his  fortune  to  the  Thorn- 
tons ;  and  that  before  any  alteration  was  made  in 
that  disposition,  he  had  suffered  two  severe  para- 
lytic attacks.  The  codicil  made  in  favour  of 
Miss  Farley  is  not  sustained  by  anv  satisfac- 
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toiy  evidence  of  a  rational  change  of  affection 
or  of  intention  in  that  respect ;  but  assuming 
that  the  evidence  is  sufficient,  the  codicil,  re- 
voking the  altered  disposition  of  the  residue 
and  reverting  to  the  former  intention,  is  at 
least  as  strongly  —  in  fact  much  more  strongly 
—  sustained. 

The  Court  therefore  only  grants  probate  of 
the  will,  of  the  codicil  of  1822,  and  of  the  codicil 
of  1826 :  but,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  the  case,  I  shall  not  give  costs. 
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Trinity 
Term, 
1st  Seuion. 
BROWN    V.    BaOWN.  

This  was  a  cause  of  divorce,  by  reason  of  to  found » sen- 
cruelty  and  adultery,  promoted  and  brought  by  by  reason  or 
Elizabeth   Brown  wife  of  John  Brown  of  St    ;::|::dimenV'' 
Ives  in  the  county  of  Huntingdon.    The  mar-  ZX^^cexi^^ 
riage  took  place  on  the  3d  of  November  1825,  «*  <»»«  mirrisge. 

1  i^-^i_/»^^         1  «     ^^        1  •  and  to  be  incur- 

and  on  the  12tn  oi  October  1826,  the  parties  able :— imiiedi. 
separated.  I^calawer'*"^ 

A  libel,  consisting  of  twenty-two  articles  with  j^"edim?n?no*t 
two  exhibits  annexed,  was  admitted  without  natnrai  but  sn- 
opposition.    To  this  libel  a  negative  issue  was  ground  oV"** 
given,  and  three  witnesses  were  examined  as  """**^* 
to   the  fact  of  marriage.      An   allegation   (of 
eleven  articles  with  an  exhibit)  on  the  part  of 
John  Brown  was,  after  debate,  admitted  as  re- 
formed.     It  alleged,  that  although  a  marriage  ^. 

was  in  fact  had  and  solemnized  between  the  '"-^ 

parties,  they  never  lived  and  cohabited  as  man 
and  wife  "  by  reason  of  some  natural  impedi-  ^.'* 

*^  ment    and    incurable  malconfona^on    and  <tj 

VOL.    I.  N  N  ^ 
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1828.       '*  bodily  defects  which  cannot  be  removed  by 

Trinity      '*  the  art  OF  help  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons. 

lit^SMsVon.     "  [as  by  the  judgment  and  inspection  of  matrons 

g—        "  ^^^  other  lawful  proofs  to  be  made  in  this 

•.  "  cause  will  manifestly  appear.]"  (a)  The  prayer 

of  this  allegation  was,  '^  that  the  marriage  might 

''  be  pronounced  to  have  been  and  to  be  abso- 

''  lutely  null  and  void  from  the  beginning.''  On 

behalf  of  Mrs.  Brown  this  allegation  was  comi- 

terpleaded    and  contradicted  :   and  witnesses 

having  been  examined  on  both  sides,  the  cause, 

at  petition  of  both  Proctors,  had  been  concluded 

as  to  the  fact  and  validity  of  the  marriage. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Mrs.  Brown  was  past  the  age  of  child-bear- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  marriage :  therefore  the 
primary  and  most  legitimate  object  of  wedlock 
-  -the  procreation  of  issue — could  not  operate; 
and  a  man  of  sixty  who  marries  a  woman  of 
fifty-two  should  be  contented  to  take  her  "  ta^ 
quam  soror.''  But  here  there  is  a  failure  of 
proof  on  both  the  points  which  it  was  incum- 
bent on  the  husband  to  establish:  first,  that 
there  was  an  impediment  to  consummation, 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  and  se- 
condly, that  that  impediment  was  incurable. 
It  was  pleaded,  indeed,  in  the  husband's  alle- 
gation that  the  disease  was  natural  and  incura- 

,  («)  The  passage  between  brackets  was  struck  out  befoie 
ihf  ptoa  was  admitted :  the  Court  observing,  that  as  it  ap- 
peared from  the  allegation,  Mrs.  Brown,  more  than  once  since 
the  marriage,  had  submitted  herself  to  the  inspection  of  Snr- 
/  gepns,  the  Qonrt  would  not  direct  a  further  examination. 
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ble  :  had  it  been  stated  that,  though  incurable^ 
it  was  merely  a  supervening  defect — the  not 
unusual  attendant  of  advanced  age- and  in  a 
woman  past  child-bearing,  I  do  not  know  that  the 
Court  would  have  admitted  the  plea  at  all :  for 
I  have  yet  to  look  for  an  authority  that  would 
set  aside  the  marriage  even  if  these  facts,  now 
insisted  on  as  sufficient  to  found  a  sentence  of 
nullity,  were  held  to  be  proved.  But,  in  my 
opinion,  they  are  not  proved :  more  especially 
as  to  the  disease  being  incurable.  Mr.  Cope- 
land,  ten  months  after  the  marriage,  afforded 
her  some  relief ;  the  cure  was  in  progress  when 
he  ceased  to  attend  her ;  and  Mr.  Okes,  a  Sur- 
geon of  Cambridge,  and  two  experienced  wo  • 
men,  who  both  have  had  large  families,  are  of 
opinion  that  the  obstruction  is  removed. 

Without  therefore  deciding  any  thing  as  to 
the  other  branch  of  the  case,  I  shall  confine 
the  expression  of  my  opinion  to  this  :  that  the 
husband  has  failed  to  prove  the  disease  in- 
curable: and  shall  leave  the  wife  to  proceed 
with  the  suit  for  adultery,  recommending  how- 
ever that  the  parties  should  come  to  some  ar- 
rangement. The  legality  of  the  marriage  is 
established  by  the  Court  pronouncing,  that  the 
husband  has  not  proved  his  allegation. 
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Trinity 

Term.  HAWKES   V.    HAWKES.    (o) 

2d  SeuioD. 

d^^SLIT"         '^"^^  ^^^  ^  cause  of  divorce  brought  by  the 
aauaiij  aboat     husbaud  agalust  the  M'ife.      The  present  appli- 

one  fifth  of  the  .  ,11  iT    i- 

ftDnaai  income :  catiou  Tcspected  ail  allowance  01  alimony /^en- 
bat  the  propor-    ^^„f^  ]'f^ 
tior  inij  vary       "«?/**«?  Hit. 

according  to  the      ^hc  Kitiff's   Advocatc  and  Hagfrard  for  the 

circamstances  of  O  O^ 

the  parties.       husband. 

Luslmigton  and  Pickard  contr^. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  husband's  income  is  admitted  to  be 
nearly  £1700.  Now  though  the  wife  during  the 
pendency  of  the  suit  must  be  presumed  not  to 
be  guilty,  yet  she  is  not  to  live  exactly  in  the 
same  way  as  if  she  were  exempt  from  any  im- 
putation :  she  is  as  it  were  under  a  cloud,  and 
should  seek  privacy  and  retirement.  These 
Courts  have  in  such  cases  been  generally  dis- 
posed to  consider,  as  a  fair  medium,  about  one 
fifth  of  the  net  income,  but  they  have  allowed 
their  decisions  to  be  regulated  by,  and  to  vary 
according  to,  circumstances  :  the  husband,  for 
instance,  must  have  a  larger  proportion,  if  his 
rank  and  condition  require  more  to  support 
them.  Here  the  income  arises  out  of  pay ;  and 
consequently,  first,  it  is  of  uncertain  duration ; 
the  Court  would  therefore  not  grant  so  large  an 

(a)  Vide  suprii,  p.  194. 
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allowance  as  if  it  proceeded  from  substantial 
property :  secondly,  it  is  given  him  expressly 
to-  compensate  his  services  and  to  meet  his 
expences  (which  must  be  heavy)  as  an  officer — 
a  captain  of  cavalry  on  an  East  India  station : 
this  furnishes  another  reason  why  a  smaller 
proportion  should  be  allotted.  Again,  he  has 
three  children  for  whose  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation he  must  necessarily  make  remittances  to 
this  country, — that  is  always  a  further  cir- 
cumstance  that  operates  in  the  consideration  of 
these  questions. 

It  appears  that,  previous  to  the  wife's  alleged 
misconduct,  the  husband  allowed  £400  per  an- 
num for  the  maintenance  of  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren :  my  mind  has  been  fluctuating  between 
£200  and  £250  per  annum ;  but  I  have  decided 
on  allowing  her  £250,  considering  that,  during 
the  progress  of  the  suit,  there  has  been  no  ap- 
pearance of  a  disposition  to  proceed  vexatiously : 
on  the  contrary,  by  admitting  the  answers  of 
the  husband's  attorney — his  brother — to  the 
allegation  of  Faculties,  much  delay  which  would 
have  arisen,  since  the  husband  is  in  India,  has 
been  prevented.  I  allot  alimony  at  the  rate  of 
£260  per  annum  from  the  return  of  the  cita- 
tion. 
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On  the  third  session  the  Court  pronounced 
the  case  fully  proved,  and  signed  the  sentence 
of  separation . 
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Easter 
Term,  DURANT    V.    DURANT. 

Srd  SessioD. 

In  a  lau  for  di-  Xhis  was  a  suit  of  divoFce  instituted  by  Mary 
bj  the  wife,  re-  Ann  Durant  against  Greorge  Durant,  her  hus- 
fl^te  •doita^  band,  by  reason  of  his  adultery. 

beug  proved  on 
the  part  of  the 

hV^l^\ itdii  The  King's  Advocate  and  Haggard  now  ap- 
muotaio  and  pHed  to  the  Court  for  an  allotment  of  permanent 
ohudren)  per-  alimouy  uuder  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
ITt^Sbi  raTYf  judgment. 

£600.  per  an- 
Bom,  (in  addi- 
tion to  £120.        Judgment. 

perannomaepa-  r>i         ▼  -n.T 

rate  property)  SiR  JOHN  NiCHOLL. 

coLeof'j^^.ooo!  'I'he  present  application  is  for  the  allotment  of 
dUte^^Sli^^i!  permanent  alimony.  The  suit  has  been  long 
teoce— three  depending — the  original  citation  having  been 
thecao^bTviog  taken  out  from  the  Consistorial  Episcopal  Court 
Wn^JUri^bj  of  Lichfield  and  Coventry,  in  January  1820. 
iKu'^tM  ba*t  The  husband,  who  had  an  interest  in  bringing 
remitted,  oo  thc  qucstiou  to  a  spcedy  hearing,  as  during  the 
tak»  bj^thr^  pendency  he  had  to  pay  his  wife's  costs  and  ali« 
u.S'^^em.j'nin"''  mony,  is  the  person  who  in  every  stage  has 
delay  iMing  oc-  opposed  the  most  vexatious  delays.      The  case 

caaioned  by  his       "^  *^  ,        '^ 

absence  from  the  camc  up  hcrc  by  appeal  on  an  interlocutory  mat- 
*"*  **"^         ter ;  (a)   there  was  also  an  appeal  to  the  Dele- 
gates  on  an  alleged  grievance  ;   and  the  cause 
being  remitted,  a  final  sentence  was  given  here  in 

(a)  See  1  Add.  114. 
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Easter  term  1825:  (a)  from  this  judgment  the 
hasband  again  appealed,  but  took  no  steps  in 
the  Delegates  —  did  not  even  print  the  process : 
the  cause  was  accordingly,  a  second  time,  re- 
mitted to  this  Court  in  December  1827 ;  and  the 
present  application  has  not  been  sooner  made, 
because  the  husband  has  been  resident  abroad. 

It  is  impossible  to  conceive  a  case  in  which  a 
husband  could  have  treated  a  wife  more  inju- 
riously, or  have  conducted  the  suit  more  vex- 
atiously  :  he  has  thrown  every  possible  impedi- 
ment in  the  way  of  her  obtaining  justice — he 
has  evaded  every  attempt  to  bring  the  question 
of  alimony  before  the  Court.  The  only  way  has 
been  to  allot  certain  sums  by  way  of  alimony — 
the  whole  taken  together  has  not  exceeded 
£140  a  year — which,  and  £120  a  year  of  her 
own,  make  the  total  amount  of  the  income  she 
has  been  receiving  £200 ;  but  this  is  now  brought 
still  lower  by  the  reduction  of  the  five  per 
cents,  in  which  stock  her  small  property  was  in- 
vested. 

Out  of  this  pittance  she  has  been  obliged  to 
incur  very  considerable  expences :  being  in  very 
delicate  health  she  has  been  compelled  to  resort 
to  the  sea  and  to  have  the  benefit  of  medical  at- 
tendance— and  in  addition  to  this,  she  will  have 
to  defray  some  extra  costs  in  this  protracted  liti- 
gation. 

The  husband,  it  appears,  is  a  gentleman  of 
considerable  fortune  and  consequence,  at  Tong 
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(a)  A  report  of  this  Judgment  will  be  printed  in  a  Supple- 
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Castle  in  Shropshire,  where  he  possesses  the 
manor  and  estate,  and  might  move  in  the  most 
respectable  society.  Though  his  wife  has  borne 
him  fourteen  children — twelve  of  whom  are  now 
living — yet  he  has  been  guilty  of  the  lowest  and 
most  profligate  adultery.  Notwithstanding 
these  circumstances  the  Court  must  not  allow 
any  indignant  or  vindictive  feelings  to  operate 
in  allotting  to  this  lady  her  permanent  alimony. 
It  must  take  all  the  circumstances  coolly  and 
impartially  into  consideration. 

An  allegation  of  faculties  having  been  given 
in,  the  husband's  answers  were  taken ;  but,  as 
they  were  not  satisfactory,  witnesses  were  pro- 
duced to  prove  the  annual  value  of  the  estates. 
Many  of  the  tenants  and  occupiers  of  particular 
farms  were  examined,  but  the  principal  witness 
wasBishton— ^  surveyor,  well  acquainted  with  the 
property :  it  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  ascer- 
tain very  precisely  the  exact  amount — a  general 
rough  guess  coupled  with  other  considerations 
will  be  sufficient.  The  annual  value,  according 
to  the  survey  by  Bishton,  (exclusive  of  timber 
amounting  to  £36,000  is  £6,380;— according  to 
the  husband's  answers  £4,400:  and  the  parti- 
cular witnesses  make  it  more  than  the  husband 
but  not  quite  so  much  as  the  surveyor.  If,  de- 
ducting outgoings  (but  not  the  ordinary  repairs 
nor  improvements  (a)  as  I  suppose  the  Surveyor 
in  estimating  the  estate  would  consider  these) — 


(a)  In  his  answers  Durant  estimated  '*  Annual  repairs  and 
improvements" — £«'H)0;  and  **  abatement  of  rent  per  annum 
for  lime  and  underdraining:  '*  — £400. 
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mortgages — interest  on  debts —  and  his  mother's 
annuity — I  take  the  net  income  from  the  estates 
at  £4,000 ;  it  is  the  utmost  that  the  husband  can 
be  supposed  to  possess.  Here  are  twelve  chil- 
dren —sons  and  daughters — some  growing  up  — 
whom  it  is  necessary  to  maintain,  educate,  and 
advance  in  life  :  a  part  of  the  income  must  ne- 
cessarily be  expended  in  meeting  these  demands. 
Possibly  if  the  wife  has  a  liberal  allowance  she 
would  gladly  take  some  of  the  children,  parti- 
cularly the  daughters,  and  the  Court  would 
gladly  remove  them  from  the  contagion  of  the 
father's  example  ;  but  It  can  neither  direct  nor 
calculate  upon  that.  The  wife,  however,  is  en- 
titled to  be  subsisted  in  a  state  of  comfort  and 
respectability  consistent  with  her  station  in  so- 
ciety. The  misconduct  of  her  husband  is  not  to 
deprive  her  of  that  to  which  she  would  be  enti- 
tled as  his  widow  (for  she  is  to  be  looked  upon 
as  a  widowed  wife)  and  as  the  mother  of  this 
large  family.  It  does  not  however  appear,  if 
any  nor  what  settlement  was  made  for  her  in  case 
of  her  widowhood :  but  it  is  stated  that  an  an- 

• 

nuity  of  j£400  is  paid  by  Mr.  Durant  to  his  mo- 
ther— Mrs.  Chapman.  She  has,  I  presume, 
re-married,  and  may  therefore  have  lost  part  of 
the  provision  she  would  have  enjoyed  had  she 
continued  unmarried — in  her  widowed  state. 
Mrs.  Durant  too  appears  in  very  delicate  health  : 
but,  considering  the  largeness  of  the  family 
Mr.  Durant  has  to  provide  for,  if,  in  addition  to 
her  own  £  1 20,  I  decree  £600  a  year  to  be  paid 
by  the  husband,  as  permanent  alimony,  payable 
quarterly  and  from  the  date  of  the  sentence  in 
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this  Court,  it  seems  to  me  that  I  arrive  at  the 
fiiir  justice  of  the  case  between  the  parties:  I 
am  the  more  cautious  not  to  go  too  far,  as  Mr. 
Durant  does  not  appear  by  counsel.  The  arrears 
are  justly  due,  and,  if  she  can  recover  them, 
will  assist  in  dischai^ng  any  debts  she  may 
have  contracted,  and  will  enable  her  to  live  in 
comfortable  retirement  adapted  to  the  enfeebled 
state  of  her  health. 


KEMPE   V.    KEMPE. 


Permaoent  ali- 
moDj  it  alwaja 
larger  than  ali- 
monj  pendiBnte 
UU :  oat  of  an 
inoome  of  £750 
the  boaband 
having  no  atate 
Bor  familj  to 
maintain,  £250 
allotted  to  the 
wife,  abe  taking 
charge  of  their 
only  child. 


This  was  a  suit  of  divorce,  or  separation  i 
mensd  et  thoro^  brought  by  Letters  of  Request 
from  the  Court  of  the  Archdeacon  of  Cornwall, 
and  instituted  by  Elizabeth  Kempe  against  John 
Arthur  Kempe,  her  husband,  by  reason  of  his 
adultery.  The  marriage  took  place  on  the  3d 
October  1826;  and  the  cohabitation  ceased  in 
April  1827. 

Phillimore  and  Lushington  for  the  wife. 

The  King's  Advocate  and  Addams,  contrik, 
submitted — in  respect  to  an  allotment  of  per- 
manent alimony — that  the  property  wholly  came 
from  the  husband. 
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Judgment, 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

It  being  admitted  in  this  case  that  the  guilt 
of  the  husband  has  been  fully  established,  it  is 
my  duty  to  pronounce  the  sentence  prayed  by 
the  wife —  viz.  a  separation  from  bed  and  board 
on  account  of  her  husband's  adultery.  I  pro- 
ceed then  to  the  consideration  of  the  question 
of  permanent  alimony. 

Undoubtedly  the  wife  is  entitled  to  a  com- 
fortable subsistence  in  proportion  to  her  hus- 
band's income,  and  the  allotment  is  always  more 
liberal  when  the  husband's  delinquency  stands 
proved,  than  pending  suit*  In  this  case  there 
is  no  reason  why  the  allowance  should  be  less 
than  usual :  the  husband  has  neither  state  nor 
fiftmily  to  support — he  is  living  in  retirement  on 
his  half-pay  and  private  fortune. — His  income  is 
£729 — besides  personal  property  worth  about 
£700,  making  altogether  an  income  of  rather 
more  than  £750  per  annum.  Alimony  at  the 
rate  of  £250  per  annum  will  not  be  too  much, 
as  Mrs.  Kempe  is,  I  apprehend,  willing  to  take 
the  child.  If  she  declines  to  take  it,  the  Court 
may  be  induced  somewhat  to  lessen  this  sum, 
but  if  the  refusal  proceeds  from  the  husband  ; 
if  he  will  not  allow  his  wife  the  comfort  of  re- 
taining her  infant ;  the  Court,  though  It  cannot 
control  a  father's  rights,  would  not  be  disposed 
to  hold  such  refusal  as  a  ground  for  reducing 
the  allowance.  His  conduct  has  been  highly 
reprehensible — he  is  not  a  very  fit  person  to 
bring  up  the  child  under  the  tuition  of  the  part- 
ner in  his  guilt — a  girl  too  of  low  condition 
— his  servant  before  marriage;   and   it  is  due 
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to  the  morals  of  society  that  a  dissolute  hus- 
band, who  so  offends,  should  contribute  liberally 
to  the  support  of  an  injured  wife  :  and  should 
also,  at  least,  have  no  inducement  to  exercise 
his  power  as  a  father,  by  withdrawing  the  child 
from  the  care  of  the  mother,  and  to  bring  it  up 
in  the  scene  of  his  own  domestic  profligacy. 
The  child  is  under  a  year  old,  and  as  Mrs. 
Kempe  has  acted  with  great  forbearance  and 
very  much  >vith  the  feelings  of  a  wife  and  of  a 
mother  on  the  occasion,  the  welfare  of  the  child 
would  probably  best  be  secured  under  her  ma- 
ternal care. 

I  allot  £250  per  annum,  as  permanent  ali- 
mony, to  commence  from  the  date  of  the  sen- 
tence :  for  though  no  alimony  pendente  lite  was 
granted  (because  none  was  asked,)  the  suit  has 
not  been  long  pending,  and  the  present  allot- 
ment is  liberal.  Besides,  the  question  now 
solely  regards  permanent  alimony,  and  I  should 
interfere  with  the  usual  course  of  practice  if  I 
decreed  its  commencement  to  date  from  an  ear- 
lier period. 
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On  Petition.  is'is. 


Trinity 

Judgment,  ^Jc***' 

4  in  SesisioD. 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  — 

The  facts  and  proceedings  in  this  case  were  a  lam  of  mo- 
stated  when  the  protest  was  argued  ;  (a)  but  it  11?  uie  txed- 
may  be  convenient  briefly  to  repeat  them,  in"'ti°.id'Jl^ 

It  is  a  suit  for  Subtraction  of  Legacy  brought  JJ®f^°^J?J?**J^ 
by  Andrew  Biggs  Grrignion,  one  of  the  substi-  afierA/.  death 
tuted  residuary  legatees  in  the  will  of  Reynolds  princ^pai^among 
Grignion  against  Claudius  Grignion  the  surviv-  !:J:jrc3/*.t 
inff  executor.  The  citation  was  personally  served  **;"»"»  the  age 

t  t         n  -w^   ■»  °'  twentjr-one, 

on  the  7th  of  February  1828 :  an  appearance  with  benefit  of 
was  given,  but  under  protest,  alleging"; — "  that  thirigc~A* 
"  Reynolds  Grignion  the  testator  died  in  1787—  ^{j^hrce'cwi'- 
"leaving  a  will  dated  in  1785,  of  which  Isaac  drenmajori.and 

^-^  tbesharcKof  two 

"  Webb  and  Claudius  Grignion  were  executors  of  them  paid 

" — and  that   he   thereby   bequeathed  to  his  Vm^proceJ^ut 

"  executors  £120  and  one  fourth  of  the  residue  *rac?ion°of*L^'. 

"  in  trust; — that  the  executors  had  proved  the  ga^jy  against  the 

"  will  in  the  Prerogative  Court  and  invested  the  force  pa/ment of 

"  £120  and  the  fourth  part  of  the  residue  in  their  houlSlt'i'e 

*'  own  names  as  trustees; — and  therefore  that^the  f**";**^*^*''  «f 

^      '  ...  *'       •     trustee  is  at  ao 

"  matter  is  not  M'ithin  the  jurisdiction  of  this  ^°^>  ^^^  *i>«i  ©^ 

^  ,,  "^  executor    alone 

C'OUrt.  Hobsisting. 

It  was  replied,  "  that  after  payment  of  the 
"  debts  and  other  legacies,  one  fourth  of  the 
"  residue  and  £120  were  directed  to  be  placed 
**  in  Government  securities  in  the  names  of  the 

(a)  Lushing  tan  io  support  of  the  protest ;  Addams  contr^. 
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"  executors,  the  interest  thereof  to  be  paid  to 
''  the  testator's  son  Israel  for  life,  and  on  his 
*^  death  the  principal  to  be  divided  among  his 
"  children  on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one— 
"  that  Israel  died  in  1813 — leaving  three  chil- 
"  dren;  Jane ;  James;  and  Andrew — the  party  in 
**  this  cause ;  that  the  executors  paid  Jane  and 
*^  James,  each  one  third,  on  attaining  their 
"  respective  majorities — that  Andrew  Biggs 
"  Grignion  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  on 
"  the  twenty-first  of  June  1827 — but  that  the 
"  executor  refuses  to  pay  his  proportion — that 
**  he  therefore  submits  that  the  question  is  sub- 
"  ject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court." 

The  question  then  is,  whether  this  Court  has 
any  jurisdiction  to  entertain  this  suit :  if  It 
clearly  has  no  jurisdiction,  the  Court  would  not 
sufier  the  parties  to  proceed  and  to  incur  unne- 
cessary expence — It  would  stop  without  wait- 
ing for  an  injunction ;  but,  if  the  point  be  at 
all  doubtful,  the  Court  would  be  bound  to  pro 
ceed ;  for  to  refuse  the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction, 
which  is  competent  to  entertain  the  suit,  and  to 
which  a  party  applies,  is  a  "  sort  of  denial  of 
"  justice." 

Is  there  then  any  sound  principle  or  authority 
clearly  showing  that  this  Court  cannot  and 
ought  not  to  entertain  the  case?  Causes  of 
Subtraction  of  Legacy  are  undoubtedly  of  the 
cognizance  of  this  Court :  the  executor  receives 
his  authority  from  the  Ecclesiastical  Jurisdic- 
tion— a  part  of  his  functions  (which  he  is  ex- 
pressly sworn  to  perform)  is  to  pay  the  legacies 
— if  he  omits  to  discharge  this  duty,  the  juris- 
diction from  which  his  authority  emanates,  is 
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naturally  resorted  to,  in  order  to  compel  him  to 
proceed.  This  Court  then  enforces  payment 
where  the  legacy  is  subtracted.  It  is  true  that 
Courts  of  Equity  exercise  a  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion; the  principle,  upon  which  that  concur- 
rency has  been  assumed,  is  that  all  executors 
are  in  the  nature  of  trustees — the  legal  pro- 
perty of  the  effects  is  in  the  executor  and  must 
be  collected  by  him,  though  he  holds  these 
effects  in  trust  for  the  legatees.  Speaking  with 
all  possible  respect  of  past  times,  there  does 
seem  a  little  of  refinement  and  fiction  even  in 
the  foundation  of  this  concurrency  of  jurisdic- 
tion ;  but  that  is  now  a  point  perfectly  settled. 
It  is  equally  settled  that  if  there  is  an  unfinish- 
ed trust,  or  if  the  interests  of  third  parties  are 
to  be  protected — Courts  of  Equity  have  not 
merely  a  concurrent  but  an  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion. On  that  ground,  if  in  this  case  any  pro- 
ceedings had  been  attempted  during  the  life- 
time of  Israel  Grignion  llie  legatee  for  life,  or 
during  the  minority  of  his  children,  this  Court 
would  have  refused  to  entertain  the  suit ;  there 
being  ulterior  interests  to  protect,  to  which  a 
Court  of  Equity,  being  the  guardian  of  all  trusts, 
could  alone  be  competent.  On  the  same  prin- 
ciple if  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  married  woman, 
this  Court  is  incompetent,  because  It  cannot 
compel  the  husband  to  make  a  settlement ;  It 
can  merely  enforce  payment :  so  also  at  one 
time  Courts  of  Equity  required  legatees  to  give 
security  to  refund,  and  on  that  ground  they  grant- 
ed injunctions,  though  that  ground  would  go 
nearly  to  annihilate  this  jurisdiction  altogether, 
and  to  assume  an  exclusive  jurisdiction:  but 
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now  Courts  of  Equity  have  themselves  abau^ 
doned  that  rule  of  requiring  legatees  to  give 
security  to  refund;  and  tlierefore  allow  these 
Courts  to  compel  payment. 

Now,  what  is  the  case  in  the  present  instance  ? 
The  legacy  is  given  to  the  executors  in  trust 
for  Israel  for  life ;  then  to  his  issue  with  ben^t 
of  survivorship  till  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  but,  having  attained  that  age,  to  each  of 
them  absolutely  share  and  share  alike.  It  is 
hardly  necessary  to  read  the  will  itself,  but  I 
will  advert,  for  greater  certainty,  to  the  part 
which  applies  to  the  present  question : — 

"  And  as  and  concerning  the  £120  and  the 
''  remaining  fourth  part  of  the  residue  of  my 
"  personal  estate  given  to  Isaac  Webb  and  my 
"  son  Claudius  in  trust — I  do  hereby  declare 
''  that  the  same  are  and  is  so  given  to  them 
''  upon  trust  that  they  shall  and  do  place,  lay 
''  out  invest  and  continue  the  same  at  interest 
"  in  or  upon  some  or  one  of  the  public  funds 
"  or  government  security,  and  also  shall  and  do 
**  from  tune  to  time  for  and  during  the  term  of 
*'  the  natural  life  of  my  son  Israel  Grignion  pay 
**  the  yearly  dividends  interest  and  proceeds 
"  thereof  unto  my  said  son  Israel  or  authorize 
*'  and  suffer  him  to  receive  and  take  the  same 
*'  when  and  as  they  become  due  and  payable 
**  to  .and  for  his  own  use  and  benefit"  [So  it  is 
given  to  Israel  for  his  life.]  "  And  as  to  the 
''  said  sum  of  £120  and  the  said  last  mentioned 
"  fourth  part  of  the  rest  residue  and  remainder 
**  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects  and  the 
*'  stocks  funds  or  securities  in  or  upon  which 
"  the  same  shall  or  may  be  so  placed  laid  out 
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or  invested  my  will  and  mind  is  and  I  do 
hereby  declare  that  the  said  Isaac  Webb  and 
my  said  son  Claudius  their  executors  and  ad- 
^*  ministrators  shall  and  do  from  and  imme- 
diately after  the  decease  of  my  said  son  Is- 
rael stand  be  and  continue  possessed  thereof 
**  interested  therein  and  entitled  thereto  in  trast 
•*  for  all  and  every  the  child  and  children  of  my 
said  son  Israel  equally  to  be  divided  between 
them  share  and  share  alike  to  be  paid  and 
transferred  to  them  respectively  when  and  as 
they  respectively  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
"  one  years." 

These  trusts  are  now  all  at  an  end.  Israel  is 
dead  leaving  three  children — all  have  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one — each  is  entitled  to  his 
third — there  is  no  resulting  trust  to  be  exe- 
cuted— each  has  a  vested  absolute  interest  in 
his  legacy — to  receive  it  and  do  what  he  pleases 
with  it.  —  Nothing  remains  to  be  done  but  to 
enforce  payment.  The  executor — though  not 
expressly  called  a  trustee  in  the  will,  (a  fact 
that  makes  no  real  distinction) — has  had  both 
characters — his  function  as  trustee  has  been 
finished — his  duty  as  executor  remains — ^namely, 
to  pay  the  legatees.  This  seems  to  be  the  sub- 
stantial good  sense  and  plain  reason  of  the  mat- 
ter, stripped  of  refinement,  and  fiction,  and 
technicality.  As  executor  he  is  sworn  to  pay 
the  legacies :  this  is  a  legacy  now  become  abso- 
lute and  due — simply  to  be  paid-r-the  executor 
subtracts  it — he  refuses  payment:  has  this 
Court  then  the  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  duty 
ivhich,  when  the  office  was  committed  to  him 
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he  swore  to  this  Court  to  discharge?  or  is  it 
clear  that  a  Court  of  Equity  would  grant  an 
injunction  to  restrain  this  Court  from  proceed- 
ing? 

The  authorities  quoted  do  not  satisfy  me  that 
an  injunction  would  be  granted — the  trusts  un- 
der this  will  have  never  been  subjected  to  the 
enforcement  of  any  Court  of  Equity  —  there 
have  been  no  proceedings  had  so  as  to  put  any 
other  Court  in  possession  of  the  case  supposing 
it  a  question  of  concurrent  jurisdiction — the  two 
elder  children  have  been  paid  each  one-third — 
so  that  there  is  not  any  question  of  construction : 
none  is  alleged.  It  was  thrown  out  in  Biga- 
ment  -  but  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  protest,  and 
perhaps  need  not  be  noticed — that  there  may 
be  behind  a  question  of  the  legitimacy  of  this 
younger  child  :  but  surely  a  question  of  legiti- 
macy, of  all  others,  is  not  one  which  the  Court 
Christian  is  not  competent  to  entertain  —  the 
point,  however,  is  not  raised  for  my  consider- 
ation :  but  do  the  authorities  show  that  a  Court 
of  Equity  would  enjoin  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  ?  if  they  do,  and  clearly,  this  Court 
would  not  proceed. 

The  general  proposition  is,  that  Courts  of 
Equity  have  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all 
trusts :  the  answer  is,  here  is  no  trust  remaining 
—  here  only  remains  the  duty  of  an  executor — 
the  payment  of  a  legacy  absolutely  vested  in  the 
legatee,  Mr.  Toller's  book  (a)  is  only  of  autho- 
rity so  far  as  it  is  supported  by  the  cases  to  which 


(a)  Toller  on  Executors,  p.  490.    Fourth  Edition. 


ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 


541 


it  refers.  In  the  case  quoted  from  1  Barnewall 
and  Cresswell,  (a)  it  appeared  upon  the  face  of 
the  writ  de  contnnuu^e  capiendo  that  the  suit  had 
been  brought  against  the  party  in  the  character 
of  trustee :  therefore  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
had  no  right  to  proceed  ;  and  he  was  discharged 
out  of  custody.  Here  the  suit  is  brought  against 
Claudius  Grignion  in  his  character  of  executor. 

iTie  next  case  is  Stonehouse  v.  Stofnehouse.  (ft) 
The  whole  of  that  report  are  the  following 
words  —  **  Injunction  granted  to  stay  proceed- 
*'  irig  in  the  Spiritual  Court  for  payment  of  a 
"  legacy  until  the  hearing,  and  plaintiff  to  speed 
"  the  cause."  This  is  the  whole  —  there  was  a 
sdit  depending,  because  the  order  was  to  stay 
proceedings  till  the  hearing:  such  an  order 
would  be  a  matter  of  course.  There  might  be 
existing  trusts  to  execute,  respecting  which  the 
«uit  in  equity  was  depending — it  might  be  a 
qneistion  of  assets  and  of  account — it  might  be 
a  legacy  to  a  minor  or  to  a  married  woman  :  — 
that  case  is  much  too  blind,  and  not  at  all  suf- 
ficient to  influence  me.  On  the  present  occasion 
it  is  not  allged  that  there  is  any  suit  in  any 
other  Court. 

Smith  V.  Kempson  (c)  is  of  the  same  sort.  It 
is  an  injunction  to  stay  suit  for  a  legacy  till  the 
hearing,  while  there  was  a  proceeding  in  Chan- 
cery between  the  executors  for  an  account  to 
ascertain  assets.  The  same  observations  apply 
to  this  case  as  to  the  last — it  was  a  very  good 
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reason  to  stay  proceedings  that  a  suit  was 
pending  in  another  Court,  where  a  question  of 
accounts  was  under  investigation.  The  deci- 
sion in  that  case  does  not  lead  me  to  apprehend 
that  this  Court  would  in  the  present  instance  be 
prohibited,  for  it  does  not  determine  that  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  had  no  jurisdiction — only 
that  the  suit  must  be  stayed  there  while  the 
Court  of  Equity  is  proceeding  in  it  for  another 
purpose. 

There  are  two  cases  in  Price's  reports — The 
Attorney  General  v.  Lady  Louisa  Manners  ;  (a) 
and  Hill  v.  Atkinson,  (b)  The  question  in  both 
was,  whether  money  paid  into  the  Bank  in 
trust  for  legatees  was  liable  to  the  l^;acy  duty 
and  to  what  duty.  There  was  no  question  of 
jurisdiction  or  injunction ;  they  bear  very  re- 
motely if  at  all  on  the  present  question:  if  at 
all,  they  bear  adversely  on  this  protest ;  for  it 
was  not  held  that  the  money  was  appropriated. 
The  latter  case  is  also  reported  in  Merivale,  (c) 
and  upon  dismissing  the  petition  (which  was 
merely  as  to  the  payment  of  the  legacy  duty) 
the  Lord  Chancellor  observed  :  "  In  the  case  of 
**  the  Attorney  General  v.  Lady  Louisa  Man- 
ners, it  was  the  opinion  of  the  Barons,  that  an 
executor,  who  is  also  a  trustee,  shifting  a 
legacy  from  his  hands  as  executor  into  his 
**  hands  as  trustee,  does  not  thereby  appropri- 
**  ate  the  legacy."  So  that  merely  investing  in 
the  funds,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Ba- 
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(a)  I  Price,  411.  (b)  3  Price,  309. 

(c)  Hill  V.  Atkinson,  2  Meriv.  54. 
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rons  of  the  Exchequer,  does  not  alter  the  cha- 
racter ;  but  if  paid  into  Court  under  a  decree, 
and  the  trusts  declared,  (this  is  the  distinction) 
it  would  be  an  appropriation.  That  case  goes 
thus  far ;  that  where  there  is  a  double  character 
of  executor  and  trustee,  an  investment  under  an 
interference  of  the  Court  is  an  appropriation : 
but  in  neither,  as  I  have  said,  was  there  any 
question  discussed  as  to  the  ecclesiastical  juris- 
diction. 

The  more  direct  and  most  important  case  is 
an  anonymous  case  —  before  Lord  Hardwicke 
in  1738 — reported  in  Atkyns.  (a)  It  is  ex- 
pressly under  the  head  *^  Injunction  :"  in  which 
the  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  showing  cause 
why  an  injunction  should  not  be  dissolved,  re- 
lied on  the  case  of  Knight  v.  Clark,  cited  in 
Noel  V.  Robinson  (ft)  where  the  Lord  Chancellor 
(Nottingham)  said,  "  There  was  a  difference  be- 
**  tween  a  suit  for  a  legacy  in  the  Spiritual 
<'  Court,  and  in  this  Court ;  if  in  the  Spiritual 
"  Court  they  would  compel  an  executor  to  pay 
**  a  legacy  without  security  to  refund,  there 
'*  shall  go  a  prohibition.'*  The  ground  there  is, 
then,  that  the  Spiritual  Court  would  not  require 
any  security  for  refunding,  which  in  those  days 
the  Courts  of  Equity  did.  ^*  Lord  Hardwicke 
**  continued  the  injunction  till  the  hearing,  be- 
*'  cause  the  plaintiff  is  an  executor  in  trust  only, 
^*  for  where  there  is  a  trust,  or  any  thing  in  the 
/^  nature  of  a  trust,  notwithstanding  the  Ecclesi- 
**  astical  Court  have  an  original  jurisdiction  in  le^ 
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''  gacies,  yet  this  Court  will  grant  an  inj  unction, 
''  trusts  being  only  proper  for  the  cognizance  of 
''  this  Court.''  Now  if  this  meant  that  an  injunc- 
tion would  be  granted  wherever  the  executor^ 
though  not  expressly  appointed  a  trustee,  yet  in 
effect  was  acting  in  trust  for  the  legatees ;  tllii 
would  tend  to  destroy  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court  in  all  questions  of  legacy.  But  the  Lord 
Chancellor  proceeds  :  ^^  Since  the  case  in  Ver- 
^'  non  the  rule  is  now  varied,  for  legatees  are 
^'  not  obliged  to  give  security  to  refund  upon  a 
''  deficiency  of  assets."  The  rule,  therefore,  in 
a  court  of  Equity  does  not  vary  from  the  rule  of 
this  court  in  that  respect.  The  reporter  adds— 
''  His  Lordship  mentioned  a  case  where  an  in- 
''  fant  was  entitled  to  a  legacy,  upon  her  nuur- 
''  rying ;  the  husband  instituted  a  suit  in  the 
''  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  it,  which  be  might  do, 
''  but  upon  the  executors  bringing  a  bill,  and 
''  suggesting  this  matter  to  the  Court  an  iiyunc- 
*'  tion  was  continued  to  the  hearing."  In  that 
case  there  was  a  ground  for  the  injunction,  be- 
cause this  Court  could  not  compel  the  husband 
to  make  a  provision  suitable  to  the  rights  of  the 
wife,  and  it  was  therefore  necessary  to  resort  to 
the  Court  of  Chancery. 

This  is  the  whole  of  the  case,  and  it  leads  to 
these  results :  that  where  there  is  a  trust,  or 
where  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  cannot  do  jus- 
tice, as  happened  while  the  demand  for  security 
to  refund  was  the  practice  of  the  Courts  of. 
Equity, — or  where  a  married  woman  is  to  be 
protected  —  or  where  there  are  proceedings  in 
account  to  ascertain  assets — or  w^here  there  is 
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any  thing  in  the  nature  of  a  trust  to  be  executed; 
an  injunction  will  go — but  not,  as  I  understand, 
where  there  is  the  bare  duty  of  an  executor  to 
perform — to  pay  legacies :  for  that  would  in  all 
cases  give  an  exclusive  and  not  a  mere  con- 
Imrrent  Jurisdiction. 

In  the  present  case,  in  my  view,  the  simple 
duty  of  executor  remains — to  pay  the  legacy  : 
there  is  no  longer  any  trust  but  that  which  be- 
longs to  all  executorships.  I  have  considerable 
doubts  whether  any  Court  of  Equity  would 
enjoin,  and  perhaps,  have  reason  to  think  that 
they  would  not.  Times  are  changed  — a  more 
liberal  and  enlightened  view  of  questions  of 
jurisdiction  is  taken :  on  the  one  hand,  these 
Courts  have  no  disposition  to  encroach — ampli- 
are  jurisdictianem — on  the  other  hand,  Tem- 
poral Courts  have  no  jealousy — no  wish  to 
resort  to  fictions  and  to  technicalities :  they 
look  (where  not  bound  by  former  decisions  di- 
rectly in  point)  to  the  real  substance  and  sound 
Bense  of  the  question — to  that  which  is  really 
most  beneficial  to  the  suitors — the  public — and 
•iibjects  of  the  country.  There  is  quite  as  much 
Imsiness  in  all  Courts  as,  under  the  increase  of 
wealth  and  population,  the  institutions  are  able 
to  discharge.  The  original  jurisdiction  in  cases 
of  legacy,  to  enforce  payment  and  to  compel  ex- 
ecutors to  perform  their  duty,  was  in  these 
i^ylourts :  Temporal  Courts,  however,  interposed 
ij^.  injunction  or  prohibition  when  those  Court 8 
imre  already  in  possession  of  the  cause,  or 
mhen  the  powers  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Judge 
nrere  defective  or  insufficient : — but  I  find  no 
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case  in  which  Temporal  Courts  have  stopped 
these  Courts,  where  no  trust  was  existing  (be- 
yond the  mere  technical  trust  of  executorship) 
which  remained  to  be  executed — where  no 
legatee  was  to  be  protected  by  any  special 
power — where  a  Court  of  Equity  had  not 
already  been  resorted  to  and  was  not  in  posses- 
sion of  the  case. 

The  present  case,  as  far  as  appears  and  is 
stated  in  the  protest,  is  a  mere  subtraction  of 
legacy  — is  a  suit  simply  to  enforce  payment. 
The  party  who  applies  may  have  reasons  for  re- 
sorting to  this  jurisdiction — by  the  very  fact 
of  his  suing  here  it  must  be  presumed  that  he 
conceives  it  would  be  a  more  convenient  and 
beneficial  jurisdiction  for  him: — whether  he 
judges  rightly  it  is  not  for  this  Court  to  decide; 
nor,  unless  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction,  has  It  any  right  to  refuse  to  en- 
tertain the  suit — it  would  be  a  denial  of  jus- 
tice. 

Thinking  then,  that  at  least  it  is  a  matter  of 
doubt,  whether  Temporal  Courts  would  stop 
this  suit  by  injunction,  I  hold  it  proper  to  over- 
rule the  protest.  At  the  same  time  I  should  much 
regret  misleading  the  parties  and  involving  them 
in  unnecessary  expence,  by  taking  an  erroneous 
view  of  the  subject  through  an  insufficient  ac- 
quaintance with  the  rules  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 
I  should  therefore  strongly  recommend  to  the 
party,  who  institutes  the  present  proceeding, 
(being  now  possessed  of  the  view  taken  by  this 
Court)  to  resort  to  the  best  advice  he  can  re- 
specting the  rules  of  Courts  of  Equity.  If  under 
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that  advice  he  should  be  satisfied  that  an  injunc-       i^^- 
Uon  would   be  granted ,   he  may  immediately      trinity 
declare,  that  he  proceeds  no    further  in  this    Aihs^m. 
Court.  ^  — 

In  respect  to  costs,  it  seems  proper  to  reserve         v. 
that  consideration  till  the  cause  is  finally  dis- 
posed of. 

Protest  over-ruled. 
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case  in  which  Temporal  Courts  have  stopped 
these  Courts,  where  no  trust  was  existing  (be- 
yond the  mere  technical  trust  of  executorship) 
which  remained  to  be  executed — where  no 
legatee  was  to  be  protected  by  any  special 
power  —  where  a  Court  of  Equity  had  not 
already  been  resorted  to  and  was  not  in  posses- 
sion of  the  case. 

The  present  case,  as  far  as  appears  and  is 
stated  in  the  protest,  is  a  mere  subtraction  of 
legacy — is  a  suit  simply  to  enforce  payment. 
The  party  who  applies  may  have  reasons  for  re- 
sorting to  this  jurisdiction — by  the  very  fact 
of  his  suing  here  it  must  be  presumed  that  he 
conceives  it  would  be  a  more  convenient  and 
beneficial  jurisdiction  for  him: — whether  he 
judges  rightly  it  is  not  for  this  Court  to  decide; 
nor,  unless  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction,  has  It  any  right  to  refuse  to  en- 
tertain the  suit — it  would  be  a  denial  of  jus- 
tice. 

Thinking  then,  that  at  least  it  is  a  matter  of 
doubt,  whether  Temporal  Courts  would  stop 
this  suit  by  injunction,  I  hold  it  proper  to  over- 
rule the  protest.  At  the  same  time  I  should  much 
regret  misleading  the  parties  and  involving  them 
in  unnecessary  expence,  by  taking  an  erroneous 
view  of  the  subject  through  an  insufficient  ac- 
quaintance with  the  rules  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 
I  should  therefore  strongly  recommend  to  the 
party,  who  institutes  the  present  proceeding, 
(being  now  possessed  of  the  view  taken  by  this 
Court)  to  resort  to  the  best  advice  he  can  re- 
specting the  rules  of  Courts  of  Equity.  If  under 
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In  respect  to  costs,  it  seems  proper  to  reserve         v. 
that  consideration  till  the  cause  is  finally  dis- 
posed of. 

Protest  over-ruled. 
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case  in  which  Temporal  Courts  have  stopped 
these  Courts,  where  no  trust  was  existing  (be- 
yond the  mere  technical  trust  of  executorship) 
which  remained  to  be  executed — where  no 
legatee  was  to  be  protected  by  any  special 
power — where  a  Court  of  Equity  had  not 
already  been  resorted  to  and  was  not  in  posses- 
sion of  the  case. 

The  present  case,  as  far  as  appears  and  is 
stated  in  the  protest,  is  a  mere  subtraction  of 
legacy — is  a  suit  simply  to  enforce  payment. 
The  party  who  applies  may  have  reasons  for  re- 
sorting to  this  jurisdiction — by  the  very  fact 
of  his  suing  here  it  must  be  presumed  that  he 
conceives  it  would  be  a  more  convenient  and 
beneficial  jurisdiction  for  him: — whether  he 
j  udges  rightly  it  is  not  for  this  Court  to  decide ; 
nor,  unless  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction,  has  It  any  right  to  refuse  to  en- 
tertain the  suit — it  would  be  a  denial  of  jus- 
tice. 

Thinking  then,  that  at  least  it  is  a  matter  of 
doubt,  whether  Temporal  Courts  would  stop 
this  suit  by  injunction,  I  hold  it  proper  to  over- 
rule the  protest.  At  the  same  time  I  should  much 
regret  misleading  the  parties  and  involving  them 
in  unnecessary  expence,  by  taking  an  erroneous 
view  of  the  subject  through  an  insufficient  ac- 
quaintance with  the  rules  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 
I  should  therefore  strongly  recommend  to  the 
party,  who  institutes  the  present  proceeding, 
(being  now  possessed  of  the  view  taken  by  this 
Court)  to  resort  to  the  best  advice  he  can  re- 
specting the  rules  of  Courts  of  Equity.  If  under 
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case  in  which  Temporal  Courts  have  stopped 
these  Courts,  where  no  trust  was  existing  (be- 
yond the  mere  technical  trust  of  executorship) 
which  remained  to  be  executed — where  no 
legatee  was  to  be  protected  by  any  special 
power — where  a  Court  of  Equity  had  not 
already  been  resorted  to  and  was  not  in  posses- 
sion of  the  case. 

The  present  case,  as  far  as  appears  and  is 
stated  in  the  protest,  is  a  mere  subtraction  of 
legacy — is  a  suit  simply  to  enforce  payment. 
The  party  who  applies  may  have  reasons  for  re- 
sorting to  this  jurisdiction — by  the  very  fact 
of  his  suing  here  it  must  be  presumed  that  he 
conceives  it  would  be  a  more  convenient  and 
beneficial  jurisdiction  for  him : — whether  he 
j  udges  rightly  it  is  not  for  this  Court  to  decide ; 
nor,  unless  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction,  has  It  any  right  to  refuse  to  en- 
tertain the  suit — it  would  be  a  denial  of  jus- 
tice. 

Thinking  then,  that  at  least  it  is  a  matter  of 
doubt,  whether  Temporal  Courts  would  stop 
this  suit  by  injunction,  I  hold  it  proper  to  over- 
rule the  protest.  At  the  same  time  I  should  much 
regret  misleading  the  parties  and  involving  them 
in  unnecessary  expence,  by  taking  an  erroneous 
view  of  the  subject  through  an  insufficient  ac- 
quaintance with  the  rules  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 
I  should  therefore  strongly  recommend  to  the 
party,  who  institutes  the  present  proceeding, 
(being  now  possessed  of  the  view  taken  by  this 
Court)  to  resort  to  the  best  advice  he  can  re- 
specting the  rules  of  Courts  of  Equity.  If  under 
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that  advice  he  should  be  satisfied  that  an  injunc-       ^^2B. 


tion  would   be  granted,   he  may  immediately  trinity 

declare,  that  he  proceeds  no    further  in  this  Aiha^on. 

Court.  ^  " — 

Grionion 

In  respect  to  costs,  it  seems  proper  to  reserve         «• 
that  consideration  till  the  cause  is  finally  dis- 
posed of. 

Protest  over-ruled. 


In  THE  Goods 


Mi  CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 

18-28.       probate   was    applied    for   in   the  Prerogative 

Trinity      Office,    ou    an  affidavit   that  the    paper    was 

utsl^ion.    in  the  hand-writing   of  the  deceased.     When 

the  probate  was   presented  for  the    signature 

Of         of  the  Deputy- Registrar,  he  directed  an  affi- 

ELIZABETH  -.  i/w»i  I  rf»i 

wmlook.  davit  to  the  effect  that  no  other  paper  of  the 
deceased's  of  a  testamentary  import  had  been 
found. 

William  Root  of  Brightlingsea,  schoolmaster, 
and  Mrs.  Hodder,  the  executors  under  the  paper 
in  question,  accordingly  made  an  affidavit,  from 
which  it  appeared  that,  on  the  21st  of  De- 
cember, 1827,  the  deceased  left  with  Root  the 
said  paper,  and  requested  him  to  prepare  from 
it  a  more  formal  will,  which  he  did;  that  on  the 
13th  of  March,  1828,  the  deceased  told  Root 
that  "  as  her  Father  had  recently  died,  she 
^'  could  not  execute  the  will  in  the  form  it  then 
**  stood ;  nor  until  she  had  ascertained  what 
'*  property  she  really  had  to  dispose  of;  that 
upon  this  occasion  Root  gave  the  will,  he 
had  prepared,  to  the  deceased ;  after  which 
he  never  saw,  nor  heard  from,  her ;  that  upon 
her  death,  this  instrument  prepared  as  a  will, 
was  found  among  the  deceased's  papers,  but 
probate  of  it  had  not  been  asked,  ^^  because 
"  they  believed  that  the  deceased  intended  the 
"  paper  which  she  delivered  to  Root  should 
"  operate  and  take  effect  as  her  last  will  and 
"  testament  in  case  of  her  death  without  exe- 
"  cuting  one  of  a  more  formal  nature." 

Dodson  now  moved  for  probate  of  tlie  paper 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased. 


Iff  THE  Goods 
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Per  Curiam.  \9m. 

This  motion  certainly  affects  me  with  some  trinity 

degree  of  surprise  and  alarm  on  account  of  the  igTsJ^um. 
irregularity  of  the  proceedings.    The  deceased 

died  on  the  27th  of  March,  1828.     A  paper  is  or 

Eliza BKTH 

brought  to  be  proved,  which,  on  the  face  of  it,  wimlock. 
is  unfinished,  and  more  like  a  draft  than  a  will. 
It  has  no  concluding  words,  no  date,  no  signa- 
ture ;  and  yet  that  paper  is  carried  to  the  Prero- 
gative office  for  the  purpose  of  probate  in  com- 
mon form.  This  must  have  been  done  by  a 
mere  Clerk — it  could  not  have  been  by  the  Proc- 
tor himself — an  experienced  practitioner,  (a) 
But  the  Court  is  sorry  to  find  that  even  a  clerk 
should  be  so  ignorant  as  not  to  know  such  a 
paper  could  not  pass  in  common  form,  on  a 
mere  affidavit  of  handwriting.  What  appears 
more  extraordinary,  is,  that  the  Clerk  of  the 
seat  considered  the  probate  of  this  instrument 
as  a  regular  grant.  I  should  wish  to  be  in- 
formed who  was  the  Clerk  of  that  seat — he  ought 
to  have  known  better ;  or  if  he  was  not  better  in- 
structed, he  should  have  carried  the  paper  to  the 
acting  Deputy-Registrar,  and  requested  his  in- 
structions thereon — ^but  no  such  thing — it  is  laid 
before  the  Deputy-Registrar  for  his  signature  as 
a  perfectly  regular  document.  Fortunately  when 

(a)  The  Proctor  stated  that  he  was,  at  the  time,  absent 
ffom  town  :  and  in  an  answer  to  a  remark  of  the  Court  as  to 
the  motion  being  still  persisted  in,  replied,  that  it  was  done 
pertly  to  satisfy  his  client,  who,  as  executrix,  had  been  at  ex- 
pence  respecting  the  funeral ;  and  partly  to  afford  himself  an 
opportunity  of  explaining  the  matter  to  the  Court :  but  that  he 
had  no  hope  that  the  Court  would  grant  the  motion. 
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1828.  papers  are  carried  to  the  Deputy-Registrars  for 

Trinity  their  signatures,  they  are  very  exact  in  looking 

uJswTiio.  to  the  nature  of  the  grant,  and  on  the  present 

,     —z  occasion  the  imperfect  state  of  the  paper  was 

In  THE  CU)ODs  *  r    r 

OP  discovered. 
wenlock"  It  is,  however,  a  serious  hardship  that  all 
responsibility  should  rest  on  them,  for  in  a 
great  press  of  business,  it  is  possible  that  an 
irregular  probate  might  inadvertently  pass  them 
unnoticed;  but  it  is  hardly  possible  such  a 
thing  should  occur  if  the  public  had,  as  they 
are  entitled  to  have,  a  guarantee  for  the  r^a- 
larity  of  the  grant,  in  the  careful  examination 
of  the  Proctor  in  the  first  instance;  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  seat  in  the  second ;  and,  ultimately, 
of  the  Deputy-Registrar. 

It  is  stated  that  the  Deputy-Registrar  merely 
directed  an  affidavit  as  to  the  finding  of  the 
paper ;  this  must,  I  think,  have  been  a  misap' 
prehension,  even  from  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment itself — which  is  unsigned,  undated,  un- 
concluded,  and  appoints  no  residuary  legatee. 
What  now  turns  out  to  be  the  case  upon  the 
affidavit?  —  that  it  was  only  a  draft  which  was 
carried  to  Mr.  Root  to  enable  him  to  prepare  a 
regular  will.  He,  at  the  time,  suggests  an  alte- 
ration which  is  acceded  to  by  the  deceased; 
and  Root  prepares  the  will  for  execution.  The 
matter,  however,  does  not  rest  here:  the  de- 
ceased comes  again — says,  **  no, — I  cannot 
"  execute  this  will  in  its  present  form — my 
"  father  is  lately  dead — I  must  sell  out  some 
**  stock  to  pay  his  funeral  expences,  and  some 
*'  debts  —  I  don't  know  what  property  may  re- 
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*'  main :" — she  then  takes  the  will  away  with       ^^^Q- 
her,   and  leaves  the  draft ;  so  that  it  appears      trinity 
probate  of  this  paper,  abandoned  by  the  de-     i J^mIod. 
ceased,  was  on  the  point  of  passing  in  an  ordi-  j^  xhTgoods 
nary  way.    This,  of  itself,  is  sufficient  to  excite         <>»' 
considerable  alarm  ;  and  still  more  so,  when  I     wbnlock. 
look  to  the  statement — that  there  are  several 
next  of  kin  —  persons  in  very  low  and  obscure 
stations  of  life  —  who,  though  they  are  the  par- 
ties legally  entitled  to  take  the  property,  yet 
have  not  been  informed  of  these  applications 
for  probate.    Every  Practitioner  here  must  be 
aware  that  an  unfinished  paper  cannot  take 
effect  on  a  mere   affidavit  as  to  finding  and 
handwriting.    If  no  other  paper  exist,  that  fact 
alone  will  not  render  such  an  instrument  as  this 
valid  without  some  circumstances  accounting 
for  its  imperfection,  and  without  first  citing  the 
next  of  kin.  It  is  then  quite  impossible  that  this 
motion  can  be  granted  ;  and  I  direct  that  inquiry 
may  be  made,  who  was  the  Clerk  of  the  seat 
that  would  have  allowed  the  probate  to  pass ; 
and  that  he  may  be  desired  to  act  with  greater 
caution  for  the  future. 

Motion  refused. 


VOL.  I.  p  p 


556 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THK 


1B2B. 

Trinity 

Term, 

1st  Session. 


YOUNG,    OTHERWISE    HEARING,    V.    BROWN. 


A  testator, 
while  atTsri- 
ftoce  with  bis 
relations,  hav- 
ing  made  a  will 
in  favoar  of  a 
stranger  in 
blood,  being 
afterwards  re- 
conciled to  his 
familj  and  his 
foil  capacity 
down  to  his 


This  case  was  argued  by  Phillimore  and  Ad- 
dams  for  Mr.  Young,  and  by  Lushifigton  and 
DodsoHy  contr^. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  evidence  in  this  suit  is  sufficient  to  sa- 
delSbebgnd.  tisfy  my  mind.  It  is  not  a  case  inToMng  a 
mitted ;  a  sub-  yarietv  of  circumstauces  inferring  doubtful  capa- 

seqaent  will —         .  -^  ,  /•  i  .1  n         j 

in  favour  of  his  City,  uor  circumstanccs  from  which  mere  fraudu- 
d'J^ldshortTy  lent  circumvention  is  to  be  presumed;  but  it 
from^b'e^^alto-  t^His  OH  a  plain  broad  fact  whether  the  instru- 
dy  of  the  draw-  mcut  was  cxccuted  by  the  deceased,  or  is  an  ab- 

er,  who  took  /»  1      •  •  -i      /•  rwri 

nothing  under  it.  solute  fabricatiou  and  forgery.     The  case  as- 

quaintVd  with     sumcd  that  shape  from  its  very  commencement ; 

hP^X^facttm  ^^^  when   the  instrument  was  propoimded  in 

the  candidity  the  first  article  of  the  allegation 
opposing  it  contained  a  direct  averment  that 
the  paper  was  not  signed  by  the  deceased,  nor 
was  his  act,  though  it  was  admitted  that  at  the 
time  of  the  date  he  was  of  perfect  capacity. 

The  history  of  the  party  and  of  the  transaction 
may  bear  materially  on  the  probability  whether 

in  £20  nomine    ^^  ^^s  or  was  HOt  his  owH  act. 

€xpinsarumt  he  having  directly  alleged  the  second  will  to  be  a  forgery  ;  bat  succeeded  in  sboir 
ing  the  drawer  to  be  of  doabtfol  character. 


whereof  — 
though  occnr- 
ring  in  secret 
and  in  a  strange 
manner — was 
proved  by  the 
drawer  and  two 
nniropeached 
witnesses) — 
pronounced  for ; 
and  the  executor 
of  the  former 
will  condemned 
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The  deceased's  name  was  James  Brown  Un- 
win,  and  he  died  suddenly  of  apoplexy  on  the 
20th  of  July  1827,  though  seized  two  days  before 
with  cholera  morbus ;  he  was  the  only  child  of 
Walford  and  Elizabeth  Unwin,  and  having  been 
bom  in  1787  or  1788,  was  about  40  years  of 
age :  his  mother's  sister  married  one  Kings,  a 
coachmaker,  and  the  two  sisters  afterwards 
lived  together  with  their  husbands  in  Duke 
Street,  Bishopsgate  —  but  Kings,  for  the  last 
five  years,  resided  in  Southampton  Street,  Pen- 
tonville.  About  1796  Richard  Salter  Young, 
then  an  infant  of  eighteen  months  (whose  child 
he  was  does  not  appear)  was  placed  at  nurse  with 
Mrs.  Unwin — he  was  seven  or  eight  years  younger 
than  the  deceased — was  brought  up  as  one  of 
the  family  —  called  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Unwin,  father 
and  mother — Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kings,  uncle  and 
aimt — he  and  the  deceased  called  each  other 
brother,  and  they  went  to  the  same  school.  The 
deceased  was  afterwards  apprenticed  to  Messrs. 
Savage  and  Taylor,  Apothecaries  in  Bishops- 
gate  Street,  and  when  out  of  his  time  was  prin- 
cipally by  the  assistance  of  Mrs.  Kings,  set 
up  in  business  first  in  Widegate  Street,  Bishops- 
gate,  from  whence  he  removed  to  Bethnal  Green 
Road :  he  took  this  brother,  if  so  I  may  call 
him,  to  assist  in  his  shop  —  not  as  an  errand 
boy,  as  Brown  pleads — (though  when  the 
errand  boy  was  absent  he  did  occasionally  carry 
home  medicines)  but  in  compounding  drugs  and 
in  the  ordinary  business  of  an  Apothecary's 
shop.  The  deceased  married  a  wife  rather  of 
an  unfortunate  temper  —  she  brought  about  a 
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quarrel  between  the  deceased  aiid  all  his  family, 
and  having  also  taken  a  dislike  to  this  lad  he 
and  the  deceased  were  at  length  forced  to  part ; 
the  immediate  complaint  of  the  wife  seems  to 
have  been,  that  in  weighing  out  three  penny- 
worth of  senna  he  had  given  too  much  weight : 
but  it  clearly  results  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
separation  took  place  not  on  account  of  the  mis- 
conduct of  Young — not  from  an  alienation  of 
the  deceased's  regard — but  owing  to  the  infla- 
ence  of  the  wife.  —  In  consequence,  about  1811, 
Young  took  to  a  seafaring  life,  —  went  first  as  a 
surgeon  —  then  engaged  in  the  Mediterranean 
trade,  and  is  now  master  of  a  vessel.  The  de- 
ceased continued  on  ill  terms  with  his  own 
family,  and  on  that  account  Young'»  only  com- 
munication, when  in  England,  was  with  the 
father  and  mother  and  the  Kings,  and  for  four- 
teen or  fifteen  years  or  longer  he  had  no  inter- 
course with  the  deceased. 

While  matters  were  in  this  state,  the  deceased 
—  alienated  from  his  own  family  through  the 
wife  —  made  two  wills.  The  first  dated  on 
the  28th  of  September  1814,  is  all  in  his  own 
handwriting  and  attested  by  three  witnesses: 
it  gives  nothing  to  any  part  of  his  own  family, 
but  leaves  every  thing  to  his  wife  and  appoints 
her  the  sole  executrix.  The  second,  dated  on 
the  10th  of  February  1819,  gives  to  his  wife,  the 
furniture,  &c.  absolutely,  and  every  thing  else 
for  life  with  remainder  to  John  Brown,  son  of 
the  Rev.  William  Brown ;  and  appoints  his  wife 
and  William  Brown  executors.  Thus  his  wife 
and  his  friend  Brown's  family  are  alone  bene- 
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fited  by  the  will  of  1819 ;  his  own  family  and 
all  his  other  friends  are  excluded,  and  that  will 
was  deposited  with  Brown.  As  executor  of  this 
will  of  1819,  under  which  his  son  is  solely  bene- 
fited, (for  the  wife  is  dead),  Brown  now  opposes 
a  later  will  —  the  will  in  question  in  this^cause. 

Subsequent  to  the  will  of  1819,  a  material 
change  of  circumstances  took  place.  The  de- 
ceased's wife  died  about  three  years  before  him 
— and  his  mother  appears  to  have  died  still 
earlier :  his  father,  Walford  Unwin  — an  old  man 
of  74,  who  had  lived  with  the  Kings  and  was  in- 
tirely  supported  by  them  till  the  death  of  the 
deceased's  wife — was,  on  that  event,  very  natu- 
rally and  very  properly  taken  to  reside  with  the 
deceased:  the  latter  had  quitted  business, 
had  agreed  for  the  purchase  of  a  cottage  at 
Warminster,  and  was  preparing  to  go  and  re- 
side  there. 

That  he  should  therefore  continue  to  adhere 
to  this  will  of  1819,  giving  every  thing  to  John 
Brown,  and  leaving  his  own  father  wholly  un- 
provided for,  now  that  his  wife  was  dead  and 
his  father  had  been  taken  to  reside  with  him  and 
was  wholly  dependent  upon  him,  was  not  only 
extremely  unnatural  and  improper,  but  highly 
improbable.  In  addition,  he  had  taken  offence 
at  William  Brown — he  mentioned  to  some  of 
his  friends,  that  Brown  had  insinuated  that  an 
improper  intimacy  existed  between  him  and  his 
housekeeper:  he  was  much  hurt — he  felt  it 
as  an  insult :  and  though  this  breach  appeared 
in  a  short  time  to  be  made  up,  and  though  they 
were  again  outwardly  friends,  yet  he  said  "  he 
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should  not  forget  it"  —  it  rankled  in  his  bo- 
som :  the  way  in  which  he  mentioned  it  to 
Pocock,  who  was  a  gardener  and  saw  him  fire- 
quently ,  is  this : — 

On  the  sixth  article,  ''  the  deponent  says, 
''  that  the  deceased  and  the  articulate  William 
"  Brown  used  to  be  very  intimate ;  they  were  of 
''  the  same  party  in  parish  disputes ;  but  about 
''  four  months  or  so  before  the  deceased  died 
'^  there  was  a  question  in  the  parish  about  the 
''  appointment  of  a  mistress  to  the  workhouse, 
''  on  which  they  took  opposite  sides,  and  a 
''  quarrel  followed.  Deceased  told  deponent 
^'  that  Brown  in  the  course  of  the  dispute  had 
''  insinuated  something  improper  about  him  and 
''  his  housekeeper  which  he  could  not  stomach, 
'*  and  that  he  never  would  forgive  him  so  long 
''  as  he  lived ;  that  he  ought  not  to  have  used 
''  him  so ;  he  had  been  such  a  friend  to  him. 
''.Deponent  told  deceased,  they  should  forget 
"  their  disputes  as  soon  as  they  left  the  vestry; 
''  but  deceased  said,  '  it  was  quite  impossible; 
''  Brown  had  hurt  him  here,  pointing  to  his 
'*  breast,  and  he  never  could  forgive  him.'  Be- 
"  fore  this  deceased  used  to  talk  with  deponent 
**  about  William  Brown  as  one  of  his  friends." 

Now  though  the  deceased  does  here  express 
himself  so  strongly,  yet  their  differences  were 
partly  reconciled  —  still  however  he  thus  men- 
tions the  subject  to  Bigg  :  — 

"  The  deceased  was  giving  deponent  an  ac- 
'*  count  of  what  had  passed  at  the  vestry,  and 
"  the  deceased  said,  '  Bigg,  Brown  has  injured 
*'  me,  and  I  won't  forgive  him  ;  he  has  insinuated 
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Brown. 
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''  that  I  and  my  servant  maid  are  thick  toge-       ib2h. 
"  ther.'    The  deceased  was  very  much  excited      trinity 
"  at  the  time,  and  in  a  great  passion  ;  but  de-     uiSt^\on. 
"  ponent  knows  that  deceased  and  Brown  were       ^—^ 
"  reconciled  after  this;  and  very  shortly  too,  for      ^  •• 
^'  a  few  days    afterwards  deceased    dined  at 
**  Brown's  house  —  at  least  he  told  deponent  so ; 
*^  and  deponent  joked  him  about  his  having  said 
"  he  never  would  forgive  Brown,  and  about  his 
having  made  up  his  quarrel  so  soon,  and  the 
deceased  said  between  joke  and  earnest — 
"  *  Ah,  but  I  shan't  forget  it.'  " 

The  plain  fact  is  that  it  was  a  quarrel  which 
very  much  hurt  the  deceased,  who  at  the  time 
was  highly  indignant,  but  as  he  had  always 
acted  with  Brown  in  parish  matters,  he  did  not 
entirely  break  off  nor  discontinue  his  intercourse 
with  him  :  but  this  quarrel  had  its  effect.  Be- 
sides this,  it  is  in  evidence,  that  though  he 
was  anxious  that  young  Brown  should  succeed 
well  in  business  as  an  apothecary,  yet  he  made 
some  little  complaint  of  his  want  of  attention  to 
him.  Hardingham  says : — *^  the  deceased  used  to 
**  complain  that  John  Brown  did  not  call  upon 
^*  him,  and  had  forgotten  him."  So  there  are 
some  symptoms  of  dissatisfaction  with  the  prin- 
cipal legatee. 

In  this  situation  of  circumstances  his  old 
friend  —  his  qtuisi  brother  —  Richard  Young  — 
who  had  been  excluded  from  his  society  during 
the  lifetime  of  his  wife, — was  in  London,  and  an 
accidental  meeting  took  place  between  them  in 
May.  All  their  former  feelings  and  affections 
seem  to  have  revived  at  this  meeting ;  they  spent  a 
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long  evening  together,  smoked  their  pipes,  took 
their  wine  freely,  talked  over  former  days  and, 
as  is  not  very  extraordinary,  their  meeting  ended 
in  intoxication.    Hardingham  found  them  smok- 
ing together  in  the  deceased's  garden,  — per- 
ceived they  were  on  interesting  topics  and  soon 
retired  :  —  "  The  impression  on  the  deponent's 
"  mind  was  that  they  were  on  the  most  cordial 
*'  terms,  and  there  appeared  to  have  been  an  old 
*  *  and  strong  friendship  between  them . "    In  con- 
tinuation of  this  history,  Pocock — who  was  very 
intimate  with  the  deceased,  had  a  garden  ground 
adjoining  his  premises,  and  had  allowed  the  de- 
ceased to  open  a  door  of  communication  into  it 
for  his  own  convenience,  for  he  was  something 
of  a  Tulip  fancier — states :  —  "  He  remembers 
"  very  well  that  about  the  latter  end  of  May,  be- 
'*  fore  the  deceased  died,  he  came  through  de- 
"  ponent's  garden  ;   sat  down  at  the  door  of  the 
^'  house,  and  complained  of  a  head-ache,  and 
"  said,  *  he  had  had  too  much  the  night  before, 
'*  that  a  friend  had  come  to  see  him,  whom  he 
"  had  not  seen  for  sixteen  years,  that  that  friend 
"  (whom  he  called  *  Dick')  had  lived  with  him 
"  when  he  was  in  business  ;  but  that  they  had 
"  separated  through  the  interference  of  his  the 
"  deceased's  wife."     The  deceased  then  gives 
him  an  account  of  the  quarrel  about  the  senna, 
which  the  witness  details. 

Here  then  is  not  a  mere  accidental  meeting, 
but  a  complete  renewal  of  their  boyish  attach- 
ment, though  it  was  the  only  interview.  The 
deceased  and  the  Kings,  from  some  difference 
about  a  money  transaction,  were  not  upon  very 
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cordial  terms  and  did  not  see  much  of  each 
other ;  but  there  had  been  no  absolute  quarrel. 
Mrs.  Kings  also,  from  knowing  the  deceased 
had  some  propensity  to  drinking,  on  hearing  of 
this  interview,  and  of  the  intoxication  that  en- 
sued, advised  Young  not  to  go  again,  though 
several  messages  were  sent  to  him  from  the  de- 
ceased by  his  father.  Now  this  renewal  of  the 
early  affection,  in  addition  to  the  circumstances 
respecting  his  father  and  the  Browns,  renders 
it  not  improbable,  that  the  deceased  should 
make  a  new  disposition,  such  as  that  contained 
in  the  will  propounded. 

That  will  is  dated  on  the  18th  of  June  1827, 
and  bequeaths  all  his  property  to  Richard  Sal- 
ter Young  in  trust  to  pay  to  his  father,  Walford 
Unwin  an  annuity  of  £100, — to  his  house- 
keeper Hannah  Turner  an  annuity  of  £  1 0,  to 
whom  is  also  left  the  cottage  at  Warminster — 
(describing  it  as  in  Devon  instead  of  in  Wilt- 
shire— an  error  to  which  I  shall  presently 
refer — in  this  cottage  it  appears  Hannah  Tur- 
ner had  some  interest — I  remark  this  because  it 
shows  the  accuracy  of  information  respecting 
the  deceased's  affairs) ; — to  William  Gale,  wea- 
ver, £50, — to  Charlotte  Gale  his  daughter  £200, 
— the  residue  it  gives  to  Young  and  appoints 
him  executor — it  is  signed,  sealed,  and  attested 
by  three  witnesses. 

This  is  the  will  and  such  is  the  disposition  it 
contains.  Connected  with  the  circumstances,  it 
carries  with  it  every  presumption  in  its  favour, 
and  except  that  the  mode  of  preparing  it  is 
rather  singular,  and  that  the  person  employed 
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to  prepare  it  is,  to  no  inconsiderable  extent, 
attacked  in  credit,  there  would  be  nothing  ex- 
traordinary in  the  case ;  for  the  time  and  man- 
ner of  its  appearance  is  the  natural  sequel  of 
the  mode  of  execution  :  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  difficulty  of  supposing  this  a  fabrication  and 
forgery  appears  to  be  much  greater  than  those 
objected  in  opposition  to  the  will. 

Plaisted,  tlie  drawer,  is  an  old  attorney,  in 
embarrassed  circumstances,  and  not  in  the  most 
respectable  practice.  Witnesses  have  been  pro- 
duced against  his  character :  five  would  not  be- 
lieve him  on  his  oath — one  of  these  only  knew 
him  in  his  youth — a  second  forms  his  opinion  only 
on  what  he  has  heard ;  and  some  by  their  own 
showing  do  not  stand  much  higher  in  credit 
than  Plaisted  himself  would,  if  their  deposi- 
tions were  believed.  On  the  other  side,  there 
are  witnesses  who  entertain  a  favourable  opinion 
of  him — particularly  Mr.  Bates  a  silk -weaver, 
who  appears  respectable  and  a  man  of  property, 
and  who  has  had  some  considerable  experience 
of  Plaisted's  integrity.  However  Plaisted  is 
not  omni  excepiione  viajor^  and  the  Court  would 
hear  him  with  caution ;  particularly  if  speaking 
to  that  which  was  matter  of  opinion  or  which 
might  be  easily  misrepresented — such  as  capa- 
city, volition,  or  affection,  — but  here  the  sole 
inquiry  is  a  broad  simple  fact,  whether  the  will 
was  or  was  not  executed  at  the  asserted  time : 
he  says  ''  he  had  a  speaking  acquaintance  with 
"  the  deceased  for  twenty  years,"  and  that  ac- 
counts for  the  deceased  employing  him  ;  though 
it  has  been  observed  that  this  was  very  singu- 
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lar ;  and  it  has  been  asked,  why  he  should  not 
employ  the  Vestry  Clerk,  Brutton.  If  it  were 
necessary  to  explain  this,  there  are  some  mani- 
fest reasons — Bruttou  was  in  the  constant 
habit  of  seeing  Brown — it  was  not  singular 
that  the  deceased  should  be  unwilling  to  em- 
ploy any  person  through  whom  it  was  possible 
that  Brown  might  be  made  acquainted  with  the 
change  in  his  testamentary  intentions:  but  he 
certainly  was  unfortunate  in  his  selection  of  an 
attorney,  for  the  individual  was  not  the  most 
respectable. 

''  He  had  been  acquainted  with  the  deceased 
"  for  about  twenty  years ;  and  in  the  habit  of 
**  conversing  together.  About  the  middle  of 
''  June,  1827,  he  met  the  deceased  in  or  near  to 
"  Gracechurch  Street,  who  after  talking  on 
*'  some  common  topics,  spoke  to  him  about  his 
"  will :  deponent  recommended  him  to  make  it 
**  immediately,  on  account  of  the  bad  results  he 
"  had  seen  from  delay  f — ^There  was  another 
reason  perhaps : —  however  he  thinks  it  a  good 
opportunity,  and  he  takes  the  deceased  with 
him  to  the  Temple,  where  he  knew  Mrs.  Cob- 
bett,  who  had  the  care  of  some  chambers,  and 
she  lends  him  a  room.     Plaisted  states  that, 

*  as  they  proceeded  to  the  Temple  in  a  hackney 

*  coach  the   deceased  communicated  to  him, 

*  verbally,  the  disposition  he  wished  of  his  pro- 

*  perty ,  so  that  he  was  at  once  able  to  write  it  out 

*  fairly,  and  fit  for  execution ;"  he  also  says, 

*  that  while  he  was  preparing  it,  he  read  over 
'  each  passage ;  and  finadly  the  whole  together, 

*  previous  to  the  execution." 
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This  is,  in  substance,  Plaisted's  account  of 
this  transaction :  and  considering  that  he  had 
passed  most  of  the  last  twenty  years  in  a 
gaol  and  was  in  a  state  of  great  poverty,  it  is 
not  extraordinary  that  he  should  be  anxious 
that  the  job  should  not  escape  him,  and  that  he 
should  propose  an  immediate  execution ;  and  as 
he  says  he  was  going  to  the  Temple  on  other 
business,  that  accounts  for  his  carrying  the  de- 
ceased to  this  woman's  chambers  rather  than  to 
his  own  office  in  Millman  Place.  The  chief 
objection  is,  the  paper  itself  is  so  correctly  writ- 
ten that  it  has  not  the  appearance  of  being 
composed  without  a  draft,  but  rather  of  being  a 
fair  copy ;  but  I  am  not  able  to  say  that  this  ex- 
perienced practitioner  of  64  years  of  age  might 
not  have  prepared  it  off  hand;  and  if  his  skill 
was  adequate  to  the  task,  his  penury  would  uige 
him  to  get  the  business  thus  far  advanced,  as  it 
would  entitle  him  to  his  fee,  though  he  states 
he  was  not  paid  at  that  time :  but  even  admit- 
ting that  the  Court  cannot  with  safety  rely  on 
Plaisted  singly,  what  is  there  to  shake  the  credit 
of  the  other  two  witnesses,  Mrs.  Cobbett  and 
Mrs.  Craddock,  who  heard  the  paper  read  and 
with  Plaisted  attested  the  execution?  and  if 
their  statement  cannot  be  gainsaid,  Plaisted's 
evidence  may  be  blotted  out  of  the  case.  The 
story  they  tell  is  quite  plain — and  the  account 
given  of  Plaisted's  acquaintance  with  Mrs. 
Cobbett — of  his  taking  the  liberty  of  apply- 
ing to  do  the  business  in  these  chambers  — 
and  of  the  circumstances  that  brought  Crad- 
dock there  —  is   perfectly  probable  and   natu- 
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ral.  (a)  If  either  of  these  women  are  not  what, 
upon  interrogatories,  they  represent  themselves, 
it  might  have  been  disproved  after  publication. 
Now  Craddock  particularly  fixes  the  time  in 
confirmation  of  the  instrument: — She  says, 
"  she  called  on  Mrs.  Cobbett  when  she  came  to 
*^  London  occasionally :  that  about  a  fortnight 
"  before  last  Fairlop  fair,  which  is  held  on  the 
*V  first  Friday  in  July,  about  twelve  o'clock  of 
"  the  day  (but  of  the  day  of  the  month  or  week 
"  she  has  no  recollection)  she  called  on  Mrs. 
"  Cobbett  at  her  rooms  in  the  Temple ;  that 
**  after  she  had  been  there  about  half-an-hour, 
"  two  persons  —  quite  strangers  to  deponent  — 
"  came  to  the  door:  one  was  a  little  man — 
**  the  other  was  a  remarkably  tall  stout  man ; 
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(a)  Mrs.  Cobbett  deposed,  **  that  she  was  introduced  to 
Plaisted  about  September,  1826;  and  that  she  employed  him 
to  recover  a  small  debt;  that  she  never  saw  him  upon  any 
other  occasion  before  the  latter  end  of  June  last,  in  the  fore- 
noon of  the  day,  when  he  came  with  a  stranger  to  he(  apart- 
ments in  Fig'tree  Court,  and  asked  her  if  she  would  let  him 
come  in  and  do  a  little  writing,  and  she  allowed  him  to  do 
so ;  that  the  stranger  and  Plaisted  conversed,  and  the  latter 
wrote ;  that  after  they  had  been  so  engaged  about  an  hour 
and  a  half,  Plaisted  asked  deponent,  *  if  there  were  any 
Clerks,'  and  being  told,  '  none  in  the  chambers,'  he  asked 
her  and  Mrs.  Craddock  (for  they  were  both  in  the  room  — 
Mrs.  Craddock  had  called  in)  to  witness  Mr.  Unwinds  will  — 
pointing  to  the  stranger — to  which  they  consented— and 
Plaisted  read  the  will  over  in  an  audible  and  distinct  man- 
ner."—  On  the  fourth  interrogatory  she  said:  **  she  is  em- 
ployed by  Mr.  Walker  to  wait  upon  him  and  take  care  of  his 
chambers :  that  she  has  been  acquainted  with  Mrs.  Craddock 
about  five  years,  who  had  formerly  lodged  with  respondent ; 
but  had  since  her  marriage  lived  at  Stratford  in  Essex." 
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''  and  she  thinks  the  smaller  was  called  Plais- 
'*  ted.'' —  She  then  speaks  to  the  execution  of 
the  will. 

This  witness,  then,  fixes  the  period  by  her 
reference  to  Fairlop  fair,  which  will  bring  the 
time  back  to  the  18th  of  June,  1827. 

It  is  said  however  they  do  not  identify  the 
deceased — but  what  reason  is  there  to  suppose 
that  this  paper  was  fabricated  on  the  18th  of 
June  ?  The  deceased  was  then  in  good  health 
-  -only  40  years  of  age — yet  the  Court  is  to 
believe  that  some  person  who  represents  the 
deceased  and  not  the  deceased  himself  executes 
this  will !  Can  any  thing  be  more  grossly  im- 
probable ?  but  if  this  is  a  forgery,  who  are  the 
parties?  how  was  it  contrived?  what  evidence 
is  there  to  support  the  charge?  when  com- 
pleted, Plaisted  has  no  interest  under  the  docu- 
ment— no  inducement  to  fabricate  it — if  so 
inclined,  no  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  party 
and  of  his  connexions  to  invent  a  disposition  so 
natural  and  a  description  so  exact  in  all  its 
parts — for  placing  Warminster  in  Devonshire 
must  be  through  Plaisted's  ignorance  or  over- 
sight, and  the  error  might  have  easily  escaped 
the  deceased's  notice  on  reading  it  over  ;  for  it  is 
mentioned  that  he  held  his  hand  up  to  his  face 
and  appeared  depressed  in  spirits  —  a  feeling 
which  the  seriousness  of  the  occasion  might 
naturally  produce,  and  which  would  not  render 
him  very  accurately  attentive  to  mere  words  of 
description.  If  Plaisted  was  the  fabricator,  he 
must  have  had  some  instructor  as  well  as  em- 
ployer—  Who  are  they?    Young  did  not  know 


PREROGATIVE    COURT    OF    CANTERBURV. 


569 


— never  saw — him.  Nor  is  there  any  proof 
that  the  other  parties  ever  knew  or  saw  him. 

But  further,  the  two  women  have  been  sepa- 
rately and  unexpectedly  called  upon  by  inter- 
rogatories, not  put  to  Plaisted,  to  give  a  minute 
account  of  the  person  and  dress  of  the  deceased, 
and  they  quite  agree  in  that  account.  The 
description  of  him  is  singular — in  person,  they 
state  him  to  be  remarkably  large — in  dress, 
something  like  a  clergyman.  The  very  object 
of  putting  these  interrogatories  was  to  contradict 
the  witnesses,  if  their  statement  had  been  in- 
correct and  false,  by  an  exceptive  allegation, 
and  thus  diversity  would  have  been  proved. 
None  such  has  been  offered,  and  I  take  it  there- 
fore to  be  a  true  description.  I  presume  he 
was  a  very  large  man,  and  that  he  was  nsually 
dressed  as  these  women  represent ;  and  thus 
the  identity  is  established  in  confirmation  of 
Plaisted.  If,  then,  this  was  the  deceased  who 
executed  this  paper,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
question.  The  two  women  at  least  are  not  dis- 
credited— the  capacity  of  the  deceased  is  per- 
fect :  — here  then  is  an  execution  by  a  capable 
testator  —  and  not  only  that,  but  the  instrument 
itself  contains  a  disposition  quite  natural  and 
probable. 

These  three  witnesses  speaking  positively  to 
the  fact  of  execution,  it  is  in  vain  for  Mr. 
Brown  to  resort  to  that  weakest  and  most  de- 
ceptive of  all  evidence — dissimilitude  of  hand- 
writing. If  such  evidence  may  have  some 
slight  weight  where  the  case  for  its  affirmative 
proof  depends  on  handwriting,  Still,  against  the 
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ut^s^bo.  sence,  it  can  scarcely  have  any  effect.  Here  are 

YooKo  ^  variety  of  exhibits  produced  in  the  deceased's 

o  handwriting,  but  in  many  of  them  there  is  ma- 

—  '  nifestly  a  strong  dissimilitude  from  each  other — 

Slimnd^  °bBt,'  Here  are  several  witnesses  who  disbelieve  the 

mgainttpositiTe  geuuineness  of  the  handwriting — Here  are  se- 

cTidence  of  wit-    "  ,  "^ 

DMses  attesUng  yeral  intimately  acquainted  with  the  deceased's 
a  sigiTalt^^^s^  character  who  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  it  is  genuine. 
ThlftTJ!;!!^!"  Those  who  disbelieve,  principally  rely  on  the 
h^^^^    signature  alone  and  give  their  reason,  "  because 

*'  in  the  signature  the  names  are  at  length, 
'*  whereas  the  deceased  used  only  to  sign  the 
''  initials  of  his  Christian  names.''  In  signing 
his  name  at  public  meetings,  or  to  printed 
cards,  or  the  like,  every  person  (and  the  de- 
ceased does  so)  signs  in  a  hurry  and  in  the 
shortest  way : — a  surrogate  probably  signs  a 
jurat  differently  from  what  he  would  subscribe 
a  bond  or  a  deed  or  his  own  will.  The  de- 
ceased's papers  too  fell  into  Brown's  hands  and 
he  has  had  an  opportunity  of  selecting  those 
where  the  initials  alone  occur ;  but  witnesses  prove 
that  the  deceased  did  sometimes  sign  his  names 
at  length  to  a  lease — or  the  like.  It  does  so 
happen  that  here  is  one  document  which  could 
not  be  kept  back — the  will  of  1814,  and  it  does 
also  happen  that  the  signature  has  the  Chris- 
tian names  written  at  length.  Nay  further — 
that  it  has  rather  a  peculiarity — a  comma  or 
dash  between  each  name  —  exactly  as  the  will 
in  question — so  in  the  second  will,  and  in  the 
books  before  me,  there  is  the  same  comma  be- 
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tween  the  initials.  This  takes  away  almost 
entirely  the  little  weight  which  might  belong  to 
opinion  of  dissimilitude,  and  showMthat  those 
o^nions  were  founded  upon  reasons  which  fail 
in  fact — and  that  this  species  of  evidence  is  of 
the  most  fallacious  description;  but  to  this  is 
added,  in  the  present  case,  the  evidence  of  the 
two  women  proving  that  the  will  was  signed  in 
their  presence,  and  by  the  deceased—no  doubt 
therefore  can  be  entertained  of  its  genuineness. 
I  will,  further,  just  observe  on  the  manner  in 
which  the  will  was- produced.  It  was  left  in  the 
possession  of  Plaisted— he  probably  might  have 
two  reasons  for  retaining  it — first,  he  had  not 
been  paid  his  fee  for  drawing  it ;  and  secondly, 
he  might  hope  that  a  more  formal  and  full  will 
would  be  desired,  and  he  might  be  unwilling  to 
lose  the  opportunity  of  a  second  job.  These 
would  naturally  operate ;  because  I  cannot  lose 
sight  of  the  fact  that  Plaisted  was  a  needy  man, 
and  would  take  every  care  to  realise  whatever 
little  profit  he  might  have  the  prospect  or  op- 
portunity of  making.  The  fact  that  Plaisted 
(who  had  only  a  speaking  acquaintance  with 
the  deceased  and  who  had  never  seen  his 
father,  family,  or  Young)  had  the  will  in  his 
possession,  accounts  for  its  non-production  im- 
mediately on  the  death ;  but  it  was  produced 
very  shortly  after,  and  almost  as  soon  as  the 
other.  Plaisted,  on  the  7th  interrogatory,  has 
committed  himself  as  to  the  time  of  learning  the 
deceased's  death  and  the  delivery  of  the  will : 
he  says,  "  he  heard  of  the  death  one  Sunday 
"  (August  the   19th)  while  dining   at  Bates', 

VOL.  I.  Q  Q 


182B. 

■I  "•• 

Trinity 

Term, 

Ist  Session. 

You  50 

Brown. 


572 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


1B2B. 

Trinity 

Term, 

1st  Seuioo. 


YODNG 

Brown. 


''  and  on  the  Saturday  following  found  out 
''  Young  and  then  saw  him  for  the  first  time 
''  and  deliiared  to  him  this  will/'  He  thus 
fixes  himself  on  the  interrogatory — and  is  this 
true  or  untrue  ? — Bates  corroborates  him,  though 
not  exactly  as  to  the  day : — 

''  In  the  beginning  of  August  last — he  thinks 
''  it  was  the  12th,  but  he  is  sure  it  was  on  a 
''  Sunday,  Plaisted  was  dining  with  deponent 
''  as  he  frequently  did  on  a  Sunday,  but  ne^er 
''  on  any  other  day;  while  talking  after  dinner, 
''  Plaisted  asked  deponent,  ^  if  he  knew  a  man 
''  of  the  name  of  Unwin  in  his  parish  :'  deponent 
''  said,  ^  he  had  known  him,  but  that  he  was 
"  then  dead  some  weeks/  Plaisted  was  very 
''  much  surprized;  and — upon  deponent's  teU- 
''  ing  him  that  the  report  in  the  neighbourhood 
''  was  that  Unwin  had  left  all  his  property  to  a 
**  Mr.  Brown,— Plaisted  said,  that  was  not  the 
''  case,  for  he  had  himself  in  his  possession  a 
**  will  of  the  deceased,  which  gave  his  property 
*'  in  another  way." 

Now  this  is  a  full,  at  least  a  sufficient  confir- 
mation of  what  was  got  out  from  Plaisted  on 
interrogatories,  when  examined  several  months 
before.  Plaisted  having  got  the  clue,  finds  out 
Young  and  the  parties  interested,  and  the  will  is 
delivered  up  in  a  manner  quite  natural  and  pro- 
bable ;  and  on  this  point,  he  is  thus  confirmed 
by  Mrs.  Kings ;  for  she  states  :  —  *'  She  cannot 
*'  remember  the  precise  day,  but  it  was  about 
"  three  weeks  after  her  nephew's  (the  de- 
'*  ceased's)  death,  that  Plaisted  called  on  her  in 
"  the  afternoon,  and  asked,  '  where  he  could 
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*•  find  Mr.  Mearing?'  (the  party  in  the  cause). 
"  Plaisted  was  then  quite  a  stranger  to  de- 
"  ponent ;  when  he  had  inquired  tflere  Mear- 
"  ing  lived,  he  said,  *  I'll  tell  you  what  my  busi- 
ness is  with  him,  I  have  a  will  of  a  Mr. 
Unwin,  and  Richard  Slater  Young  is  the 
"  ei^ecutor  of  it.'  Deponent  was  much  surprized 
at  hearing  him  say  so,  and  offered  to  accom- 
pany him  to  Young's  lodgings." 
This  satisfactorily  accounts  for  the  will  not 
being  sooner  produced,  and  repels  any  unfavour- 
able inference  on  that  score — nay  confirms  in  the 
strongest  manner  the  truth  of  the  earlier  history 
and  the  genuineness  of  the  transaction.  It  is 
true  that,  at  the  fimeral  Brown  read  the  will  of 
1817,  but  it  appears  from  the  evidence  of  Hard- 
ingham  and  William  Kings,  '^  that  he  was 
"  aware  or  expected  that  there  was  a  will  of  a 
"  later  date  ;"  for,  immediately  on  the  death  he 
had  made  inquiries,  and  Gale  then  told  him  it 
was  probable  that  there  was  such  a  will  in  ex- 
istence, in  consequence  of  the  declarations  of 
the  deceased,  that  he  would  take  care  of  his 
father  and  housekeeper. 

It  has  been  asked  how  Brown  got  this  infor- 
mation :  it  might  have  been  mentioned  by  the 
deceased  to  Gale,  his  intimate  friend,  and  so 
might  have  come  round  :  however  that  may  be 
(as  I  set  out  with  remarking),  the  notion  of 
fabrication  is  attended  with  such  difiiculties  as 
hardly  to  be  overcome :  nothing  could  be  more 
probable  or  less  extraordinary  than  that  he 
should  have  made  this  new  will,  and  moreover 
the  factum  is  established  by  direct  and  positive 
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1828.  evidence ; — I  therefore  pronounce  for  the  will  of 

tbinity  June  1827. 

iJseMioi.  J  h^v^  peat  doubt  whether  I  should  rest 

^ —  here.     Brown— the  executor  of  a  former  will— 

You  NO 

V.         does  not  stand  on  the  exact  footing  of  a  next  of 

^''*      kin — who  has  by  law  a  right  to  the  succession 

Iforaerinn  de-^  uulcss  the  deceased  has  directed  his  property 

riving  all  his  in-  should  ffo  iu  a  different  course :  but  IMlr.  Brown's 

terest  from— and    ,  •i.-ii  n  %  it    t         t 

if  deprived  of     intcrcst  IS  dcnvcd  alone  from  the  act  of  the  de- 

taoh  iEterest  be-  j  j*/»ji  •       j^iii^'i  •       j^ 

log  deprived  bj  ccascd,  and,  if  deprived  at  all,  he  is  depnyed  of 
decew^!  is  lol  **^^'  which  tho  doceascd  no  longer  intended 
entitled,  in  op-  him  to  possess  I  Browu  never,  after  the  wife's 

posing  a  later       -iiii  itf»/v» 

will,  to  the  same  death,  aud  the  consequent  renewal  w  affec- 
wt't'oridn,  who  tionate  intercourse,  could  have  thought  the 
^%.^Vfu  *     deceased  would  leave  his  father  destitute.    Be- 

ngot  to  tne  sac- 

oession  unless  sidcs,  hc  has  madc  charges  of  fraud  — I  should 
egress  d^irec-^  hardly  then  arrive  at  the  justice  of  the  case,  if 
^^.^*  ^*'  I  were  to  allow  him  to  escape  without  the  pay- 
ment of  some  costs — but  as  he  certainly  has 
succeeded  in  damnifying  the  character  of  the 
drawer,  I  shall,  in  pronouncing  for  the  will  of 
1827,  only  condemn  Brown  in  £20  nomine  esh 
pensaram :  this  will  sufficiently  mark  the  sense 
of  the  Court. 
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Dodson — upon  affidavits — moved  for  pro-  ABengmsed 
bate  of  a  paper,  without  date  or  signature,  under  ^^^^^^ 
the  circumstances  stated  by  the  Court.  ^^  «>^«'  ^\ 

^  and  approTvd 

bj,  the  deoeaMd 

W)        ^y  who  intended  to 

Jrer  Lunam.  execute  U  sbort- 

Samuel  Harvey  died  on  the  4th  of  May  1828,  tfj^;f,y 
leaving  a  brother — the  only  person  entitled  to  ▼en'odvj death: 

«  »  •  /»  .  f*Ti  m         probate  in  com- 

nis  estate  m  case  of  an  intestacy.    The  de-  won  fom  grant- 
ceased  by  his  will,  dated  the  14th  of  January  ^nt^Jif'the  ^ 
1825,  after  bequeathing  £1000  4  per  cents,  to  f;,;^ted 'under 
Harriet  Boroman  for  life — ^then  to  her  children —  "  intestacj,).of 
gave  the  residue  to  his  brother,  and  appointed  ginaiij  engroas- 
him  an  executor.   Mrs.  Boroman  died  in  the  de-  *?  twrfairTy 
ceased's  lifetime,  leaving  ten  children ;  and  on  the  ^J^*^n\Vd*  for 
8th  of  April,  1828,  the  testator  took  his  will  to  •«<!.  ^"^^*  !L 
his  Solicitor,  and  directed  him  to  prepare  a  new  erron  not  affect-^ 
one,  and  thereby  to  give— £100  to  each  of  Mrs.  tt^^rco^!^"" 
Boroman's  children — the  residue  to  his  brother,  vondwgmih 

'    the  sheets  ap- 

and  to  name  him  an  executor  as  before.     On  proved  by  the 
the  16th  of  April  he  called  to  execute  this  will,    ^ 
when  it  was  read  over  to,  and  fully  approved  of 
by,  him ;  but  he  said,  he  should  postpone  the 
execution  of  it  till  all  the  children  were  chris- 
tened, which   he  would  give   directions  to  be 


In  the  Goods 
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1828.       done.     The  execution  being  thus  delayed,  and 
Trinity      there  being  in  the  first  two  sheets  (for  the  will 
an/sw^ioD     ^^onsisted  of  three  sheets)  several  clerical  errors, 
not  affecting  the  disposition,  and  also  an  imne- 
0^" '*"  cessary  clause  respecting  real  property,  of  which 
Harvey,     the  deceased  had  none,  the  Attorney  took  the 
opportunity  of  having  those  two  sheets  rein- 
grossed  fair  for  execution.     The  children,  it 
appears,  were  christened  on  the  20th  of  April; 
and  the  deceased  died  fourteen  days  afterwards, 
but  without  having  executed  the  new  will. 

Probate  is  now  asked  of  the  substituted 
sheets,  together  with  the  remaining  original 
sheet.  In  respect  to  these  substituted  sheets, 
they  would  be  valid  as  copies ;  for  one  of  the 
original  sheets  is  not  forthcoming.  The  disposi- 
tion of  the  property  is  clearly,  in  substance  and 
effect,  the  same  as  the  will  of  1825 ;  and  the 
brother  too — the  only  next  of  kin — is  willing 
that  probate  shall  pass.  The  Court,  there- 
fore, directs  the  grant  to  go  to  the  executors  of 
the  will,  without  date  or  signature,  and  with  the 
substituted  sheets. 

Motion  granted. 
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WILLIAMS,     FORMERLY    COOK,   V  OOUDE  J^^L 

AND    BENNET.  Teinitt 

Term, 
2od  Session. 

This  case  was  argued  at  the  sittings  after  \vben"thr  opi- 
Easter  term,  by  the  King's  Advocate  and  Dad-  "oTa^^'nti 
son  for  Mrs.  Williams :  and  by  Lus/nngton  and  intending  to  de- 
Addams  for  Mr.  Bennet.  contradictorj  u 

tocapftcitj,|>ar- 
tioularlj  if  faott 

Judgment.  show  the  de- 

ceased  was  oc- 
SlR    John    NiCHOLL.  casionallj  capa- 

This  case  presents  itself  to  the  attention  of  wili  inr«r  a'fiac. 
the  Court  rather  in  a  peculiar  shape— a  shape  T;;i'"^i7o*f'a' 
which  at  the  outset,  forcibly  directs  the  Court  p«"°"  '""/'>, 

,.  ,,  *^t  •!  T      •  »t*tef  ofwnw" 

m  the  view  to  be  taken  of  the  evidence.     It  probate  was 

,  ^  1    •        a1_-  !•       'j.       "1-        taken   out    foof 

may  be  proper  to  explain  this  peculiarity  by  months  after  the 
adverting  to  some  of  the  general  facts  before  deaf"  wd*  not 
I  proceed  to  the  examination  of  the  evidence,  caiiedinfor  two 
-which  more  immediately  regards  ihefcu:tum  and  pronoonced  fori 
validity  of  the  instrument  ultimately  to  be  de-  llXtwj^e^i" 

cided  upon.  ;lz::ro?::: 

John  Goude,  the  deceased  in  the  cause,  died  poci*}.**  «»»• 

--_.,  lime  of  the  fan- 

on  the  24th  of  June,  1822; — he  had  originally  tum;  thedispo. 
been  a  Sawyer  in  the  dock-yard  at  Plymouth,  being  co^illtMt 
and  in  1792  married  Margaret,  now  his  widow,  J|^!!i.Md*itT 
and  one  of  the  parties  in  this  cause.  He  con-  variation  from  a 
tinned  his  trade  for  some  time,  but  in  addition  before  his  mind 
took  a  public  house  which  was  managed  by  his  er^rng""iS^" 
wife,  whence  they  removed  to  an  inn  called  the  **?"°^**  ^?'  ^^  * 

'  J  change  of  cir- 

Cross  Keys,  and  finally  entered  upon  the  King's  cnmsunoes. 
Arms  Inn,  or  Goude's  Hotel,  the  principal  inn, 
posting  house,  and  coach  office,  at  Plymouth-* 


678 


CA8£S    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

2nd  S«Mioii. 

Williams 

p. 

goode  amd 

Bbnnet. 


dock,  now  called  Devonport.  Having  some  time 
before  his  removal  to  the  latter  house,  aban- 
doned his  trade  of  Sawyer  and  assisted  in  con- 
ducting the  business  of  the  inns,  he  selected  as 
his  department  at  the  King's  Arms  the  posting 
and  the  coaches,  seldom  coming  in  doors  except 
occasionally  to  carry  in  the  first  dish  at  dinners; 
but  the  managem^it  of  the  iateraal  or  house 
concerns  was  left  entirely  to  Ms  wife  —  die 
more  active  partner.  The  deceased  was  a  good 
natured,  easy,  rather  indolent,  man,  who  loved 
his  joke; — his  wife  a  bustling,  managing 
woman,  and  probably  the  profits  ot*  tbe  business 
resulted  in  no  inconsiderate  degree  fiomtier 
exertions  and  care:  indeed  not  ottly  the  do- 
mestic managemeat,  but  a  full  share  and  pro* 
portion  of  the  domestic  authority  aloo  veie  ex- 
ercised by  her.  The  husband  had  a  6ister 
married  at  Devonport  to  one  Cook^  the  car* 
penter  of  H.  M.  6.  Temeraire,  and  this  wter  had 
three  children,  one  of  them,  the  present  party, 
now  Mrs.  WilUams.  The  wife  also  had  a  sister 
married  to  one  Bennet,  a  shoemaker,  residing 
and  settled  at  Witney  in  Oxfordshire; — and 
she  had  at  one  period  seven  children,  but  at 
the  death  of  the  deceased  only  six — one  of 
whom  John  Bennet  is  a  party  to  this  suit.  For 
some  time  the  daughter  of  Mr.  Cook  lived  at 
the  inn  as  bar-maid;  but  in  1813,  in  consequence 
of  a  misunderstanding,  she  left  the  situation, 
and  in  the  same  year  Mary  Bennet,  a  daughter 
of  the  wife's  sister  came  to  assist  in  that  capa- 
city :  she  fell  into  ill  health — a  decline — and 
in  the  spring  of  1816  she  died.  It  is  quite 
clear  that  the  deceased  was  very  fond  of  her — 
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iras  very  anxious  about  her  health  and  for  her 
leeoyery — and  much  lam^ited  her  death.  In 
October  1816  he  adopted  a  nephew  of  his  wife, 
Ibomas  Bennet,  a  lad  of  eleven  or  twelve  years 
-tAA — became  fond  of  htm — put  bim  to  school 
— «id  played  with  him  when  at  home.  It  also 
aiqpears  that  about  this  time  there  was  a  mis- 
vinderstaBding  with  the  Cooks:  the  quairrei 
might  be  principally  between  the  wives,  but 
whether  the  husband  participated  in  the  feel- 
ings, or  only  acquiesced  in  the  wishes,  of  his 
wife,  the  fact  is,  there  was  no  interchange  of 
family  kindness.  The  deceased  might  occa- 
sionally call  on  his  sister,  more  especially  to 
take  leave  of  her  when  she  was  about  to  quit 
Devonport  and  go  to  Chatham ;  but  theie  was 
no  coidiality,  nor  the  ordinary  intercourse  of 
affection  after  1816. 

In  1817 — with  matters  in  this  situation — the 
sister's  daughter  having  quitted  her  situation  in 
1813 — no  communication  being  kept  up  with 
the  sister  and  her  family — one  of  the  wife's 
nieces  having  died  in  the  deceased's  house  —  a 
lad  taken  of  whom  he  was  fond — and — what 
is  unequivocal — about  twenty  letters  written  by 
the  deceased  to  Bennet  and  his  family  in  1815 
and  1816,  showing  the  strongest  friendship 
nnd  regard  for  them ; — it  is  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  say,  that  the  deceased  sets  about 
making  his  will. 

The  contents  of  that  will  it  may  be  material 
to  state.  To  his  wife  he  gives  £1000  absolutely, 
and  the  residue  of  his  property  for  life — after 
her  death  he  bequeaths  the  residue  equally  be- 
tween the  children  of  his  own  sister  Cook,  and 
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the  children  of  his  wife's  sister,  Bennet :  at  that 
time,  Cook  had  three  children,  Bennet  six ;  so 
that  after  the  wife's  death,  the  Cooks  had  one 
third,  the  Bennets  two  thirds  :  of  this  will  John 
Bone  and  William  Glencross  were  trustees  and 
executors — it  is  formally  drawn  up,  regularly 
executed,  and  attested  by  three  witnesses, 
another  person  of  the  name  of  Bone,  Burnet 
and  Hearle — of  whom  we  shall  learn  more 
hereafter.  The  will,  then,  of  1817  (the  validity 
of  which  is  acknowledged)  is  very  favourable  to 
the  wife  and  to  her  family :  and  though  it  does 
not  cut  off  the  sister's  family,  yet  it  gives  no  inte- 
rest nor  benefit  to  the  sister  herself — not  even 
a  slight  legacy  as  a  mark  of  affection.  At- 
tached to  this  will  is  a  sort  of  codicil  or  direction 
in  the  deceased's  own  handwriting,  signed,  and 
attested  by  four  witnesses ;  and  the  executors 
are  those  of  the  will.     It  is  in  these  words: — 


a 


"  Plymouth  Dock  11th  May  1819. 
^*  This  is  to  certify  that  neither  brother  or  sister 
nephew  or  niece  or  any  other  person  shall 
enter  these  or  any  other  premises  where  my 
wife  Mary  Goude  shall  reside,  or  call  her  to 
account  for  any  property  or  demand  any  keys 
or  any  other  thing  I  shall  leave  after  my  de- 
cease. After  my  wife's  decease  my  will  to 
be  acted  up  to  by  my  friends  Messrs.  Bone 
and  Glencross." 


This  codicil,  written  before  the  capacity  of  the 
deceased  is  attempted  to  be  impeached,  shows 
his  great  affection  for  and  confidence  in  his 
wife,  how  anxious  he  was  for  her  comfort  and 
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gratification,  and  that  she  should  not  be  dis-  ^^^' 

turbed  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  property — and  teinity 

whatever  may  have  been  her  influence  over  the  2ii7aiSi». 

testator,  it  is  not  suggested  that  it  was  of  a  ^,7j;^^g 

nfitture  to.  vitiate  the  act :  indeed  it  would  be  «• 

extraordinary  if  the  influence  of  affection  and  of  bbnmbt. 
warm  attachment  is  to  take  away  the  power  of 
benefiting  the  object  of  that  regard.    The  in-  Th«  inflaenoe  lo 

.«  ..  .  •  ^    .       o  ▼ilUte  au  sot 

fluence  to  vitiate  an  act  must  amount  to  torce  mast  amoont  to 
and  coercion  destroying  free  agency— it  must  SoratHto^g' 
not  be  the  influence  of  affection  and  attachment  fr«f  »«««»j; 

and  there  matt 

— it  must  not  be  the  mere  desire  of  gratifying  bepioofthatuie 
the  wishes  of  another ;  for  that  would  be  a  very  ^  bj  ^u  eo«r* 
strong  ground  in  support  of  a  testamentary  act :  ''^^°* 
further  there  must  be  proof  that  the  act  was 
obtained    by    this    coercion — by    importunity 
which  could  not  be  resisted ; — that  it  was  done 
merely  for  the  sake  of  peace — so  that  the  mo- 
tive was  tantamout  to  force  and  fear.     I  state 
the  principles  here,  though  they  will  be  more 
applicable  to  a  later  part  of  the  case :  but  to 
return  to  the  history. 

Thus  stood  matters  in  May  1819,  except  that 
in  October  1818,  the  deceased  had  taken 
another  son  of  the  Bonnets — an  elder  brother 
— John  Bennet  (the  present  party  in  the  cause) 
to  assist  him  in  his  business.  In  the  beginning 
.of  June  1819  the  deceased  had  an  attack  of 
apoplexy  :  medical  attendance  was  called  in  on 
the  second  of  June,  but  it  was  not  required 
after  the  22nd.  The  effects  of  that  attack  must 
be  examined  more  particularly  hereafter,  but 
it  is  proved  that  before  the  end  of  June  he  was 
so  far  recovered  thtft  he  attended  a  meeting  of 
coach  contractors  at  Bath,  and  appeared  quite 
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restored,  at  least  in  mind.  Between  that  time 
and  his  death  he  went  from  home  to  yarioiis 
places — for  we  find  him  in  London — in  Sussex 
— in  Cornwall — frequently  on  visits  at  Exetef 
to  his  friend,  Church,  a  witness  produced  by 
Cook— on  a  visit  to  his  friends  at  Witney  and 
Woodstock  in  October  1820,  in  March  1821  and 
in  September  1821; — in  October  1820,  accom- 
panied by  his  nephew  Tliomas,  who  took  this 
opportunity  of  seeing  his  own  family  font  the 
first  time  since  he  went  to  Devonport  in  1816;— 
in  September  1821  accompanied  by  his  other 
nephew,  John,  who  was  in  ill  health  attd  weat 
for  a  change  of  air;  — but  in  Match  1621  alone 
and  unattended.  These  excursions  were  natn*^ 
ral  and  beneficial  to  a  person  who  had  been 
once  attacked  by  apoplexy ;  espeeialiy  "as  these 
young  men,  the  Bennets,  were  very  steady,  as* 
sisting  him,  when  at  home,  in  that  department 
of  the  business  which  he  hims^  conducteii,  a»d 
taking  charge  of  it  during  his  absence. 

Here  are  various  acts  done  respecting  hift 
property —  various  transactions  of  business 
both  for  himself  and  others — in  October  1819, 
he  executed  ccmveyances  and  signed  drafts  for 
the  purchase  of  certain  dwelling  houses  in  Prin- 
ces Street,  Devonport — about  the  same  time, 
October  or  November  1819,  he  became  a  tnistee 
of  Jackson's  marriage  settlement,  and  that  «pM 
the  particular  application  of  the  parties — in 
1821  he  gave  his  consent  as  surviving  trustee  to 
an  alteration  in  the  property,  and  went  himsdf 
over  to  Exeter  and  to  Budleigh  in  June  or  July 
to  transact  in  that  character  the  necessary 
business;   he  continued  to  attend  ooach  oou- 
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tract  meetings,  to  correspond,  to  sign  returns       lOSS. 
and  warrants ;  but — a  still  more  material  feet     trinity 
because  it  bears  a  testamentaiy  intention — ^he    jn^'^^^n^ 
contracted  to  rebuild  his  inn :  the  contract  was       — 
entered  into  in  February  1821  —  the  work  was         «. 
set  about  inunediately — the  first  stone  was  laid   ^Ewjivt!^ 
about  April  1821 — the  work  was  going  on  dur- 
ing the  summer  of  1821,  and  in  February  1822 
he  executed  a  power  of  Attorney  to  sell  stock  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  the  expences  of  this       ' 
building.    His  ordinary  habits,  so  far  at  least  as 
bis  body  was  concerned,  were  the  same  as  be- 
fore his  apoplectic  attack — he.  was  about  the 
stables  and  the  coach  offices  and  went  occa- 
sionally oyer  to  Torpoint,  where  he  also  kept 
carriages  and  horses  to  expedite  the  mail ;  how 
far  his  mind  was  equal  to  give  directions,  or 
how  far  these  acts  were  indicatiye  of  capacity  I 
will  presently  consider.    So  again,  as  a  com- 
missioner for  paving  and  lighting  the  town,  he 
continued  his  habit  of  attending  the  meetings 
as  before — but  his  speech  had  become  rather 
thick  and  he  was,  at  least  occasionally,  heavy 
and  dull — so  that  he  took  no  part  in  the  dis- 
cussion and  might  have  made  blunders  in  ballot- 
ing— at  present,  however,  I  am  only  noticing  the 
fact  of  his  attending.    So  likewise  in  respect  to 
public  worship,  he  continued  his  habit  of  going 
there  and  attended  on  Sunday  the  24th  of  June 
1822 — the  very  day  of  the  second  fit  of  apo- 
plexy, which  proved  fatal.     All  these  facts  are 
incontrovertible :  the  state  of  his  mental  facul- 
ties and  his  testamentary  capacity  will  be  the 
chief  subject  of  the  remaining  inquiry ;  but  I 
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1828.  must  first  State  the  further  testamentary  instni- 

trinity  ments  and  the  subsequent  proceedings. 

2o7l^k>D.  Here  is  a  paper  before  the  Court  dated  on 

wiTuAMs  ^^  ^^  '^^  June  1822,  in   the  handwriting  of 

e.  one  of  the  nephews,  but  subscribed  by  the  de- 

GODBE     AND  J 

bbnnbt.  ceased : — 


"  King's  Arms  Hotel  Plymouth  Dock 

7  June  1822. 

''  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  Thomas  and 
*'  John  Bennet  (the  offspring  of  William  and 
"  Sarah  Bennet  of  Witney  Oxon)  after  the 
"  decease  of  my  wife  Mary  Goude  the  inn  and 
**  premises  in  which  I  now  live,  with  the  fumi- 
'^  ture,  plate,  carriages,  horses  and  every  other 
''  thing  contained  therein  and  belonging  there- 
"  to,  as  also  the  carriages  horses,  &c.  at  Tor- 
''  point  and  elsewhere.  Also  the  houses,  6  and 
''7,  in  Princes  Street  with  the  stables  and 
''  premises  at  the  back.  Likewise  the  coach 
''  house  and  premises  over  the  coach  house  in 
*'  Princes  Street  and  every  thing  thereto  be- 
"  longing." 

The  signature  is,  as  before  observed,  by  tlie 
deceased  and  primd  facie  the  paper  is  his  act,  but 
it  is  not  attested.  Here  is  another  paper  origi- 
nally of  the  same  date,  all  in  the  deceased*s 
handwriting,  first  signed  on  the  7tli,  but  again 
signed  and  attested  on  the  11th  of  June:  in 
substance  this  paper  is  the  same  as  the  one  I 
have  just  read,  but  the  commencement  is  dif- 
ferent.   It  begins: — "  I  Francis  Goude  do  here- 
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**  by  give,  &c."  and  at  the  end  there  is  this  i^^o- 

clause : —                                                '  trimity 

"  Signed  by   Francis  Goude   this   eleventh  2iJseMion. 
"  day  of  June  in  the  presence  of  William  Glen- 

"  cross  and  G.  W.  Hearle."  «• 

GrOUDE    AND 


WiLlIAMS 
V. 
OUDE    AN 
Ben  NET. 


Looking  at  the  paper  itself,  without  the  evi- 
dence of  the  subsequent  attestation,  there  are 
strong  marks  that  it  is  the  act  of  a  free  and 
capable  testator,  for  it  is  his  own  handwriting — 
an  easy  running  hand.  It  is  stated  that  the 
wife  declared  this  paper  was  written  by  the 
dictation  of  the  nephew  word  by  word  and 
letter  by  letter:  Foot — an  attorney  at  Devon- 
port — thus  deposes  on  the  11th  article. 

"  On  the  27th  of  December  1823  Mrs.  Goude 
'*' unexpectedly  called  at  his  office,  and  told 
''  him  she  heard  that  deponent  had  been  taking 
"  examinations  as  to  the  state  of  the  deceased's 
"  capacity  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the 
"  will  now  in  question  on  behalf  of  the  Cooks, 
'<  and  that  she  was  anxious  to  inform  him  in 
"  what  manner  *  the  wills  were  prepared.' 
"  Mrs.  Goude  referring  herself  to  the  paper  in 
"  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased  bearing  date 
"  the  7th  of  June  1822  said,  that  Thomas  Ben- 
"  net  drew  up  a  paper  (of  which  that  of  the  7th 
"  of  June  is  a  transcript)  and  submitted  it  to 
*'  her  for  her  approbation :  that  it  being  thought 
**  right  by  her  and  the  two  Bennets  that  the 
"  paper  should  appear  to  be  in  the  deceased's 
"  own  handwriting,  she  and  the  two  Bennets 
"  took  an  opportunity  in  private  of  getting  the 
"  deceased  to  transcribe  it:  she  said  that 
**  Thomas  Bennet  stood  over  the  deceased  who 
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''  was  sitting  at  a  table,  and  dictated  each  word 
**  and  the  letters  contained  in  each  word  to  the 
''  deceased  one  by  one ;  spelling  the  word  for 
^'  him  and  telling  what  letter  to  put  next,  and 
''  the  deceased  did  so  as  he  was  desired,  but  it 
"  was  accomplished  with  great  difficulty." 

Now  this  is  tKe  account  that  Mrs.  Goude 
gave  to  Foot  at  the  latter  end  of  1823  :  it  is 
no  evidence  of  the  fact  as  against  Bennet, 
more  especially  considering  the  time  and  cir- 
cumstances under  which  that  declaration  was 
made,  because  it  was  at  a  time  and  under  cir- 
cumstances when  she  had  an  inducement  and 
an  interest  so  to  declare; — but  the  instrument 
itself  falsifies  the  declaration:  not  only  is  it 
not  an  exact  copy  of  the  other  paper — not  only 
are  the  words  and  expressions  in  some  places 
varied,  but  the  writing  itself  is  so  free  and  con- 
tinuous— so  manifestly  written,  as  it  is  termed, 
currente  calamoy  that  it  is  quite  incredible  it 
could  have  been  written  by  an  imbecile  and  un- 
willing person,  having  the  letters  dictated  to 
him  letter  by  letter — being  unable  to  copy  on 
account  of  his  idiotcy  and  fatuity, — it  is  mani- 
festly the  writing  of  one  possessing  at  least  a 
certain  degree  of  intelligence ;  and  this  story  of 
the  wife'&  is  therefore  in  my  judgment  utterly 
false. 

Passing  by  then  for  the  present  the  evidence 
of  the  execution  and  attestation  of  this  paper  of 
the  11th  of  June,  I  will  proceed  to  state  the 
substance  of  the  instrument  now  propounded. 
It  is  dated  on  the  14th  of  June  1822,  formally 
drawn  on  two  sheets  of  paper,  signed,  sealed, 
and-   attested  by  two   witnesses;  it  gives  the 
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irhole  of  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life — but 
for  life  only :  the  £1000  given  absolutely  to  her 
by  the  will  of  1817  is  omitted,  and  therefore  this 
instrument  is  so  far  less  beneficial  to  her :  it  is 
an  absolute  loss  to  her  of  this  sum — at  her 
death  it  gives  to  his  two  nephews  and  his  niece 
the  Cooks  £100  each — to  William,  Francis, 
and  Charles  Bennet  £100  each,  and  to  Sarah 
Ann  Bennet  £200 — it  bequeaths  the  residue  to 
John  and  Thomas  Bennet,  and  on  the  death  of 
either  of  them  without  issue  to  the  survivor ;  if 
both  die  without  issue  then  to  the  other  four 
Bennets; — so  that  though  the  whole  residue 
after  the  wife's  death  is  to  go  to  the  Bennet 
family,  yet  the  two  nephews,  John  and  Thomas, 
aie  selected  for  a  much  larger  interest  than  the 
othjer  four  Bennets.  Mrs.  Groude,  William  Glen- 
ctMS,  and  John  Bone,  are  the  executors  of  this 
wiU. 

These  are  the  contents, — and  the  deceased 
died  by  a  fit  of  apoplexy  on  the  24th  of  June, 
ten  days  after.  Mr.  John  Bone,  the  executor, 
states  on  interrogatory,  that  on  the  day  of  the 
ftmeral  '^  he  read  the  will  aloud  in  the  presence 
**  of  the  party  that  had  attended  the  funeral: 
"  he  did  not  hear  any  remark  or  observation 
"  made  on  such  occasion  which  expressed  or  in- 
"  dicated  a  doubt  that  the  testator  was  not  com- 
"  petent  to  make  the  said  will  at  the  period  at 
"  which  the  same  bears  date :" — this  is  not  an 
immaterial  fact  in  the  cause. 

On  the  15th  of  October,  1822,  Mrs.  Goude 
was  sworn  as  executrix,  a  power  of  being  joined 
in  the  probate  being  reserved  to  the  other  two  ex- 
ecutors.    On  the  8th  of  March,  1823,  about  six 
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months  afterwards,  the  two  other  executors  re- 
nounced. Now  I  do  not  know  in  what  way  that 
renunciation  was  given ;  if,  in  person,  they  must 
have  sworn  that  they  believed  it  to  be  the  will 
of  the  deceased ;  if,  by  proxy,  then  the  proxy, 
unless  specially  framed,  must  have  recit^  that 
it  was  tihe  deceased's  will,  (a)     So  that  after 
this  renunciation  Mrs.  Goude  became  sole  acting 
executrix  of  this  will;    she  continued   acting 
under  it  without  any  question  being  suggested 
till  the  latter  end  of  that  year,  1823,  when  either 
on  some  disagreement  between  her  and  the 
nephews,  or  on  her  attempting  to  sell  money  out 
of  the  funds  too  freely,  a  distritigas  was  tdkea 
out  to  restrain  her:    then  it  was   that  Mrs. 
Goude  found  out  that  this  will  was  good  for 
nothing,  that  the  deceased  was  incapable,  and 
that  it  would  be  advisable  to  revert  to  the  will 
of  1817,  with  the  codicil  of  1819,  which  were 
more    beneficial    to    herself.      The    question, 
whether  the  deceased  possessed  testamentary 
capacity  or  not,  now  became  a  subject  of  public 
discussion  at  Devonport,   and  on  the  27th  of 
December,   1823,  Mrs.  Goude  paid  the  unex- 
pected visit  to  Mr.  Foot  (who  as  a  solicitor  had 
taken  up  the  cause  of  Cook —  an  old  servant  of 
his),  represented  to  him  the  incapacity  of  the 
deceased  and  told  him  the  story  about  Thomas 
Bennet's  dictating  each  word  and  each  letter  in 
the  paper  of  the  llthof  June,  as  already  stated. 
Still  however  the  matter  was  not    actively 
followed  up :    these  parties  did  not  feel  their 


(a)  It  was  here  stated  by  Counsel  that  the  reoimciatuw  wan 
by  a  proxy  in  the  ordinary  form. 
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courage  and  their  sense  of  the  justice  of  their      idse. 
case  sufficiently  strong  to  commence  the  suit;  so     trinity 
Aat  the  probate  was  not  called  in  till  the  spring    2iJ8^m. 
of  1825,  and  then  the  wife  brought  it  in,  but  re-    ^—^^ 
iwed  to  propound  the  will  though  she  had  been         «• 
sworn  to  and  acted  under  it  for  two  years  and  a     bemvibt. 
half:  Bennet,  therefore,  as  the  substituted  resi- 
duary legatee,  was  obliged  to  propound  it,  and 
Gook,  (now  Mrs.  Williams),  as  the  substituted 
residuary  legatee  of  the  will  of  1817,  opposed 
it.     The  suit — a  very  long  and  a  very  expen- 
sive suit — proceeded ;  and  sixty  witnesses  have 
been  examined,  some  at  Devonport,  and  some 
(brought  up  on  purpose)  in  London. 

Before  the  first  witness  was  examined,  three 
years  and  a  half  had  elapsed  since  the  death  of 
the  testator,  and  during  a  great  part  of  that 
time  this  will  and  the  capacity  of  the  deceased 
had  been  a  common  topic  of  discussion  at  De- 
vonport :  here  then  is  the  explanation  of  what 
I  meant  by  the  peculiar  shape  in  which  the  case 
presented  itself  for  considering  the  evidence. 
Where  a  length  of  time  has  been  suffered  to 
dapse,  witnesses  even  to  facts  will  be  inaccurate, 
and  the  Court  must  be  prepared  for  variations 
in  the  relation  of  circumstances  by  the  most  cre- 
dible and  the  most  respectable, —  but  what  is 
the  Court  to  expect  upon  matters  not  of  fact, 
but  of  opinion,  when  parties  have  enlisted  them- 
selves as  it  were  on  one  side  or  on  the  other  ? 
This  case  is  peculiarly  open  to  this  inconveni- 
ence. In  all  cases  of  opinion  as  to  capacity, 
the  Court  invariably  finds  conflicting  evidence 
— «the  person  is  seen  at  different  times  and 
under  different  circumstances  :  but  on  the  pre- 
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sent  occasion  the  deceased's  state  of  health 
would  more  especially  lead  to  contradictory  evi- 
dence. The  very  nature  of  an  apoplectic  habit 
is  to  produce  fluctuation — it  is  a  tendency  of 
blood  to  flow  to  the  head,  necessarily  affecting 
the  brain  and  inducing  lethargy.  Cold,  indiges- 
tion, fatigue,  and  various  other  causes  will  in- 
crease its  operation  and  produce  a  more  thin 
usual  dullness  and  stupor.  Art,  and  sometimes 
nature  alone,  will  afford  relief :  bleeding,  cop- 
ping, leeches,  medicine,  will  restore  actiyity  to 
the  brain ;  and  it  appears  that  in  this  case  re- 
course was  had  to  such  and  similar  remedies. 
Lunn  deposes  thus : — "  One  evening,  a  moon- 
**  light  night  in  October  next  preceding  his 
''  death,  the  deceased  was  standing  at  his  inn 
"  door,  when  deponent  passing  by  asked  him 
"  how  he  did  ?  deceased  for  a  few  seconds  did 
"  not  recollect  him :  at  last  he  said  •  Is  that 
"  Bill  ?'  and  in  a  silly  half-witted  manner,**  [that 
is  his  construction]  "  without  other  preface, 
"  said,  *  They  tell  me  I'm  to  be  cupped  to- 
"  morrow.' "  If  then,  on  a  moonlight  night,  the 
deceased  did  not  know  Lunn,  yet  he  remembers 
that  he  is  to  be  cupped.  Another  witness, 
Bone,  says;  "  after  deponent  ceased  to  attend, 
"  Mrs.  Goude  used  herself  to  insist  upon  the  de- 
"  ceased  submitting  to  have  a  blister  applied  or 
"  to  be  bled  with  leeches." 

These  remedies  would  not  have  been  resorted 
to  unless  they  had  afforded  temporary  relief  and 
rendered  the  deceased  different  at  different 
times ;  and  almost  all  the  witnesses  describe 
him  as  subject  to  great  fluctuation — sometimes 
he  was  dull  and  stupid,  and  hardly  knew  what 
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was  going  on,  especially  if  there  was  nothing 
to  excite  him,  as  when  he  attended  the  commit- 
tees— at  other  times,  he  was  lively  and  boyish 
— lEqparring  and  playing  at  cudgels  with  this  lad, 
Thomas  Bennet,  of  whom  he  was  so  fond — 
sometimes  he  played  his  game  at  whist  well — 
at  other  times  he  revoked  frequently  in  the 
course  of  the  evening:  hence  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  condition  of  the  deceased  varied  ma- 
terially. 

There  are  a  multitude  of  witnesses,  examined 
on  each  side  to  the  article  as  to  capacity, — above 
twenty :  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  obtaining 
^y  nimiber,  for  the  deceased  was  the  master  of 
.the  great  inn  of  the  town,  was  constantly  about 
the  stables  and  coach  office,  and  was  living  as  it 
were  imder  the  public  eye :  but  what  does  that 
very  fact  infer  ? — that  he  was  not  in  a  constant 
state  of  stupor  and  imbecility.  A  great  number 
of  the  witnesses  however  describe  the  deceased 
as  being  in  a  state  of  absolute  fatuity  and 
idiotcy — others  assert  that  his  mind  was  not  at 
all  deteriorated — others  again  take  a  middle 
course.  Where  opinions  are  so  contrary  and 
there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  they  are  not 
sincerely  given,  the  Court  can  only  reconcile 
them  by  supposing  that  his  capacity  iSuctuated ; 
but  It  may  at  the  same  time  judge  a  little  of 
the  credit  due  to  the  different  opinions,  from 
observing  how  the  facts  are  laid.  Here  is 
Cook's  allegation  stating  a  broad  fact  which  is 
either  true  or  false.  The  fifth  article  pleads: — 
**  That  in  or  about  June  1819  the  deceased  was 
'*  attacked  with  apoplexy  or  some  illness  of  that 
"  or  a  similar  nature,  so  severely,  that  for  the 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

Sod  Session. 

Williams 

V. 

GOVDB    AND 

BiMNIT. 


503 


CASES    DETERMINED   IN    THE 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

aoaSeMtoo. 

Williams 

V. 
GOUDB    AND 

Bum  IT. 


''  space  of  about  three  months  he  was  in  a  state 
''  of  continued  delirium  and  derangement,  and 
*^  being  also  at  times  violent,  it  was  foimd 
^*  necessary  not  only  to  watch  him  continually, 
''  but  occasionally  also  to  subject  him  to  per- 
'*  sonal  restraint."— Again,  in  the  tenth  article  :^ 
'^  The  deceased  was  not  at  any  period  from  and 
''  after  the  month  of  June  1819,  and  more  par* 
'« ticularly  during  and  after  the  winter  preceding 
''  his  death  of  sound  mind  memory  and  nnder- 
«'  standing,  capable  of  managmg  huns^f  or  his 
'^  affairs,  or  of  forming  a  judgment  as  to  the  dis- 
'*  position  of  his  property  by  will,  or  of  giving 
''  instructions  for  and  making  and  executing 
''  his  last  will  and  testament  or  a  codicil  thereto, 
*^  or  of  doing  any  testamentary  act  whatever." 

Here  then  is  made  an  assertion  of  actual  de- 
rangement for  three  months,  and  of  incapacity 
from  that  time  till  his  death.  This  (if  there  be 
not  some  clerical  error)  is  an  assertion  most 
directly  falsified:  for  the  attendance  of  the 
medical  person  ceased  on  the  22nd  of  June,  and 
we  find  the  deceased  at  Bath  upon  business 
and  with  his  intellects  quite  perfect  at  the  latter 
end  of  that  month :  here  then  is  a  completely 
false  averment  as  to  a  matter  of  fact.  Let  us 
see  again  how  the  witnesses  are  carried  away 
by  their  prejudices.  Mr.  Foot,  for  example,  on 
the  tenth  article  deposes  that  the  deceased  was 
for  six  months  ''  quite  an  idiot ;"  and  no  doubt 
this  was  his  sincere  opinion :  but  on  examining 
the  grounds  of  his  opinion  the  Court  finds  that 
he  has  literally  none : — 

**  He  frequently  saw  the  deceased  in  the 
''  course  of  the  last  tw^vemonth  of  bis  life,  and 
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^^  within  three  or  four  months  of  his  death,  not 
^*  frequently  at  the  King*s  Arms,  but  generally 
*'  out  of  doors  meeting  him  casually.  De- 
ponent commonly  spoke  to  deceased  when  he 
met  him,  merely  asking  him  *  how  he  did/ 
*'  but  not  conversing  with  him :  the  deceased's 
'*  memory  appeared  to  be  quite  gone :  from  the 
*'  vacancy  of  his  look  he  does  not  believe  he 
^'  recognized  him :  the  deceased,  in  his  manner 
and  appearance  (for  the  last  six  months  of  his 
life)  at  the  times  deponent  happened  to  see 
him,  was  quite  an  idiot," — and  at  the  con- 
clusion of  his  evidence  on  that  article,  he  says — 
**  his  belief  is  founded  on  general  observation  of 
^*  the  deceased  as  aforesaid :  he  had  not  any 
^*  opportunity  of  specifically  determining  on  the 
''  powers  of  the  deceased's  mind  during  the  time 
**  deposed  of." 

So  that  meeting  this  person  in  the  street, 
merely  from  his  appearance,  without  any  oppor- 
tunity of  conversing  with  him  or  of  ascertaining 
the  state  of  his  mind.  Foot  ventures  to  assert, 
that  the  deceased  was  an  idiot.  This  was  the 
more  incautious,  for  he  himself  has  admitted 
that  there  were  differences  of  opinion  as  to  the 
testator's  condition — and  not,  as  was  argued, 
that  his  imbecility  was  known  to  and  believed  by 
all  Devonport.  Dr.  Magrath  on  the  1 1th  inter- 
rogatory says : — "  As  a  reason  for  applying  to 
**  respondent,  Mr.  Foot  said  that  a  difference 
^'  of  opinion  had  arisen  respecting  the  capacity 
•♦  of  the  deceased." 

Foot,  therefore,  instead  of  telling  Magrath  that 
he  was  a  perfect  idiot,  says,  as  seems  to  be  the 
truth  of  the  case,  there  was  a  difference  of  opi- 
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18Q8.  nion  at  Devonport :  so  there  is  in  the  eyidence 

Trinity  iu  this  suit  as  in  many  others.    Bone's  evidence 

2ndle!liQn.  ^^  ^^^^^  Hiorc  extraordinary,  and  so  utterly  irre- 

^,  —  concileable  with  his  conduct,  that  I  shall  rely 

Williams  i       ,  ,  i       *•  i 

V.  rather  on  the  latter  than  on  the  former :  he  8a}'s 
be'iimt!"*  on  the  fifth  Article — **  The  deceased  was  during 
''  the  last  year  of  his  life  in  a  state  of  absolute 
"  fatuity :"  those  are  his  words — yet  this  Mr. 
Bone — the  medical  attendant  of  the  deceased 
— the  executor  of  the  will  of  1817 — who  ought 
to  have  protected  the  interests  of  the  Cooks 
under  that  will  —  after  the  funeral  reads  the 
will  of  1822 — makes  no  remark — suffers  the 
widow  to  take  probate — and  again  recognizes 
the  validity  of  the  latter  will,  by  renouncing 
probate.  It  is  true  that  the  Cooks  were  at  the 
time  absent  from  Devonport,  but  they  were 
natives  and  had  long  resided  there,  and  must 
have  had  friends  to  apprize  them  of  what  was 
passing.  ''  If  the  deceased  were  quite  an  idiot,'* 
as  Foot  represents,  or  in  a  state  of  "  absolute 
"  fatuity,"  as  Bone  would  make  him — if  he  were 
incapable  even  for  the  last  month,  (since  he  was 
about  his  inn-yard  and  the  town,  and  at  public 
worship  as  much  during  the  last  month  as  dur- 
ing the  last  year,  his  death  being  quite  sudden 
from  his  second  fit)  it  must  have  been  notorious 
to  the  whole  place  —  it  must  also  have  been 
notorious  that  his  wife  was  committing  a  gross 
fraud: — there  could  be  no  difference  of  opinion 
such  as  Foot  mentioned  to  Ms^rath. 

Without  then  minutely  detailing  the  opinions 
of  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  and  reasoning 
upon  each,  it  is  sufficient  to  state  that  here  is  a 
great  conflict  of  opinion,  which,  I  repeat,  is  no 
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novelty  in  such  questions :  some,  as  I  have 
said,  were  of  opinion  that  he  was  decidedly 
incapable — some,  that  his  capacity  was  in  no 
degree  affected  —  others  that  though  capable 
his  mind  was  shaken :  the  just  result  is  that  his 
fiEu^ulties  were  in  a  degree  damaged  and  dete- 
riorated— but  that  he  was  not  intestable — that 
hisi  capacity  was  so  far  impaired  and  iSuctuating 
that  tihe  Court  would  require  more  than  the 
mere  fact  of  execution — would  require  satisfac- 
tory evidence  of  instructions  —  and  proof  of 
volition  and  intention. 

In  respect  to  the  inlSuence  of  the  wife,  there 
is  little  visible  that  would  not  equally  apply  to 
the  will  of  1817,  or  that  was  not  equally  in 
operation  at  both  times :  there  was  the  general 
influence  of  an  active,  bustling,  high-spirited 
wife  over  a  goodnatured,  easy,  husband:  in 
consequence  of  his  attack  it  was  necessary  she 
should  take  a  still  more  decided  lead  in  the 
management  of  the  concerns  of  the  house :  it 
was  necessary  she  should,  as  a  kind  nurse  and 
an  affectionate  wife  naturally  would,  insist  on 
his  going  to  bed  at  his  regular  hour— on  his  not 
indulging  too  freely  in  liquor — on  his  putting  on 
a  blister  or  being  cupped ;  when  symptoms  of 
a  determination  of  blood  to  the  head  showed 
themselves:  it  was  fit  she  should  desire  he 
might  not  be  contradicted  nor  irritated — and 
should  encourage  and  press  him  to  take  little 
excursions  from  home  to  change  the  scene,  and 
for  the  sake  of  exercise ;  but  I  can  find  no  trace 
of  any  unfair  importunity,  on  the  part  of  the 
wife,  to  induce  him  to  alter  his  will  or  to  do  any 
testamentary  act.    The  general  influence  aris- 
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ing  from  his  affection  and  deference  finr,  and 
from  his  wish,  in  the  disposition  of  his  properfrf , 
to  gratify  and  to  please,  a  wife  who  was  tibe 
principal  means  of  acquiring  that  property,  she 
undoubtedly  possessed;  but  that,  as  I  hate 
already  observed,  will  not  vitiate  the  testa- 
mentary act — there  must  be  proof  of  something 
amounting  to  force  and  coercion  in  the  obtain- 
ing  of  the  act  itself. 

Proceeding  then  toward  the  testamentary  act 
itself — is  there  any  thing  in  it  inconsistent  with 
the  deceased's  probable  mind  and  wish  ?  so  ftr 
otherwise,  that  the  change  of  circumstances 
since  the  will  of  1817  renders  the  altemtion  in 
the  disposition  quite  natural.  In  1817,  though 
he  was  partial  to  his  wife's  relations  there  was 
no  particular  branch  of  them  that  he  should 
select  to  favour,  and  therefore  he  gives  the 
share  of  the  residue  equally  among  the  wife's 
sister's  children :  but  now  these  two  nephews 
had  been  with  him  for  four  years — he  was  very 
fond  of  them— he  speaks  of  their  conduct  as  being 
remarkably  good  and  very  steady — -they  as- 
sisted him  greatly  in  the  management  of  his 
concerns — and  relieved  him  from  what  in  his 
state  would  become  irksome — he  placed  great 
confidence  in  them,  and  though  he  liked  to  be 
about  as  if  occupying  himself,  yet  it  was  natural 
that  he  should  be  pleased  with  these  youths 
releasing  him  from  a  closer  attention  to  the  real 
burthen  and  labour  of  his  business. 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  here — and  on 
mere  inference.  It  is  clear  that  he  proposed  to 
introduce  these  youths  into  the  business  and 
to  make  them  his  successors :  he  had  already 
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allowed  their  names  to  be  put  on  some  of  his       i^M. 
carriages  as  a  reward  of  their  past  and  an     tjihiity 
encouragement  of  their  foture  attention  and 

it  is  pretty  clear  too  that  the  re- 
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building  of  his  inn  was  for  their  benefit  and  v^ 
with  a  view  to  their  succeeding  to  it  after  his  bbmubt. 
wife  —  and  this  was  not,  as  asserted^  the  mere 
act  of  the  wife,  for  declarations  to  this  effect 
came  from  the  deceased  himself — he  had  talked 
of  retiring  from  business  and  going  to  reside 
at  Witney :  at  his  time  of  life  and  with  his 
infirmities  it  was  not  likely  that  be,  or  his 
wife  for  him,  should  undertake  the  rebuild- 
ing of  this  great  inn  unless  with  a  view  to 
the  interests  of  these  young  men.  What  then 
is  the  evidence  on  this  head?  it  is  a  material 
part  of  the  case  in  support  both  of  capacity 
and  of  testamentary  intention,  and  leading  up 
to  this  new  will. 

The  first  witness  is  Ann  Dawe — who  was  a 
bar-maid  in  the  house  up  to  1820.  She  states — 
"  that  Mr.  Goude  was  always  extremely  fond  of 
'*  the  two  Bennets  :  she  has  many  times  heard 
*^  the  deceased  talk  about  retiring  fh)m  business : 
**  he  said,  he  should  not  have  remained  in  it  so 
**  long  were  it  not  that  he  wished  the  Bennets 
**  to  be  quite  qualified  to  succeed  him." 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Ratcliffe,  a  wine 
and  spirit  merchant :  "  The  deceased  was  very 
*'  fond  of  the  Bennets :  he  was  most  partial  to 
**  Thomas,  the  younger  one,  who  was  a  very 
*  sharp  boy :  the  deceased  seldom  moved  with- 
'  out  him :  deponent  has  heard  the  deceased 
^^  talk  about  retiring  from  business,  and  he  gave 
'  it  to  be  understood  that  the  Bennets  were  to 
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''  succeed  him :  he  cannot  fix  the  time  when  he 
''  heard  the  deceased  so  express  himself:  he 
''  recollects  having  seen  the  names  of  both  the 
''  Bennets  painted  on  the  Fly  Coach  which  ran 
**  between  Devonport  and  Exeter,  coupled  with 
'*  the  name  of  the  deceased." 

Isbell,  a  statuary,  gives  his  evidence  in  these 
terms :— ^*  Accidentally  coming  to  the  deceased's 
"  inn  about  dinner  time  he  ha^  sometimes  dined 
''  with  the  deceased  and  his  wife  and  the  two 
''  Bennets  in  the  bar:  the  deceased  treated 
''  John  fmd  Thomas  Bennet  like  his  own  chil- 
''  dren :  deponent,  from  general  expressions  used 
''  by  the  deceased,  made  up  his  mind  that  the 
*^  two  Bennets  were  to  succeed  the  deceased  in 
"  business  whenever  he  retired." 

Welch,  the  agent  of  an  insurance  office,  dins 
deposes : — ^*  The  deceased  said  he  had  some 
''  thoughts  of  pulling  down  the  inn^  and  was  in 
''  treaty  with  Mr.  Coles  for  an  adjoining  house 
'*  in  order  to  have  an  archway,  or  carriage 
**  entrance  to  his  inn.  Deponent  replied  — 
"  *  Mr.  Goude,  had  you  not  better  at  your  time 
"  of  life  reflect  before  you  enter  upon  such  a 
*'  business,  especially  as  you  have  what  is  very 
"  handsome ;  and  no  children  to  provide  for.' 
"  The  deceased  answered,  *  that  he  had  nephews 
"  whom  he  should  bring  into  his  business.' 
"  The  conversation  then  dropped,  the  deceased 
*'  having  in  the  opinion  of  the  deponent  given  a 
"  very  sufficient  reason  for  undertaking  the 
"  alterations  proposed." 

Bennet,  the  father  of  the  party,  though  not 
entirely  to  be  relied  on,  yet  not  wholly  to  be  left 
out  of  the  question,  says : — "  The  deceased  was 
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^*  ve^  much  pleased  with  the  de{K>nent'8  sons 
"**  John  and  Thomas  whilst  they-  were  with  him : 
^'  he  always  expressed  himself  to  the  deponent, 
"  both  personaUy  and  by  letter,  as  being  much 
^^  pleased  vrith  their  steadiness  and  attention  to 
*'  his  business,  and  used  to  say  that  it  would  be 
**  a  nice  business  for  them  when  he  left  it  off." 

A  sixth  witness,  Mr.  Waterhouse — the  great 
coach  proprietor  living  in  Lad  Lane,  London, 
and  therefore  free  from  the  party  prejudices  of 
Devonport,  states : — "  That  in  or  about  July 
*^  1819,  the  deceased,,  in  speaking  to  depo- 
'^  nent  of  the  Bennets,  described  them  as  two 
"  nephews  of  his  wife  who  were  living  with 
**  him,  and  that  they  were  nice  sharp  lads,  and 
'^  very  attentive  and  useful  to  him  in  his  busi- 
''  ness :  that  on  another  occasion,  a  short  period 
**  afterwards,  the  deceased  spoke  to  him  again 
"  of  these  two  nephews,  and  of  what  he  in- 
"  tended  to  do  for  them :  he  observed  that,  after 
**  taking  care  of  his  wife  he  had  taken  care,  or 
**  should  take  care  (deponent  is  not  certain 
"  which)  of  her  nephews." 

Jackson,  to  whose  marriage  settlement  he 
was  a  trustee,  confirms  the  other  witnesses : — 
**  He  has  repeatedly  heard  the  deceased  express 
'*  his  satisfaction  with  their  conduct  and  atten- 
**  tion,  and  say,  how  well  they  conducted  them- 
^'  selves :  the  deceased  has  mentioned  to  depo- 
**  nent  that  he  intended  to  retire  from  business ; 
**  he  did  not  say  when,  but  added,  that  when  he 
^*  did  he  should  leave  his  house  and  business  to 
^*  John  and  Thomas  Bennet.  The  deceased, 
^  about  the  latter  end  of  1820  or  beginning  of 
'^  1821,  obtained  a  renewal  of  the  lease  of  his 
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^'  house  for  the  purpose  of  rebuildmg  and  en- 
''  larging  it ;  and  he  expressly  told  deponent  at 

such  time,  that  he  was  doing  it  for  the  two 

boys." 

Here  then  is  a  mass  of  declarations  coming 
from  the  deceased  himself,  manifesting  not  <mly 
edacity,  but  an  intention  to  select  these  two 
nephews  as  the  principal  objects  of  his  bounty, 
and  consequently  to  make  a  new  disposition 
differing  in  some  degree  from  the  will  of  1817, 
particularly  as  to  the  substituted  disposition  of 
the  residue. 

I  come  now  then  to  the  executicm  and  attesta- 
tion of  the  paper  originally  dated  on  the  7th  of 
June,  but  which  was  again  signed,  and  was  at- 
tested on  the  11th.  Hearle,  a  bookseller,  inti- 
mately acquainted  with  the  deceased^  his  oppo- 
site neighbour,  and  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses, 
gires  this  account : — '^  Early  in  June  1822  the 
*^  deponent  receired  a  message  from  the  de- 
^*  ceased,  that  he  wanted  to  speak  with  him:  he 
*'  accordingly  went  and  found  the  deceased  and 
**  his  wife  together  in  the  bar  parlour :  he  cannot 
**  now  recollect  whether  Mr.  Glencross  was  then 
"  there ;  if  not,  he  came  in  shortly  afterwards. 
^^  The  deceased  himself  produced  to  deponent 
^^  and  to  Glencross  a  paper  in  deceased's  own 
•*  handwriting,  and  referring  to  it,  said,  he 
**  wished  deponent  and  Glencross  to  witness  it: 
**  there  was  no  other  introduction  of  the  busi- 
"  ness :  the  deceased  then  either  read  the  paper 
**  over  to  them,  or  gave  it  them  to  read :  be 
**  cannot  recollect  which,  but  he  recollects  the 
^'  fact  that,  at  such  time,  deponent  knew  the 
'*  contents  of  the  same.     The  deceased  then 
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**  signed  his  name  to  the  paper  (which  purported       ^^^' 
to  leave  his  house,  carriages,  horses  and  fur-     trisiitv 
niture  to  his  wife's  nephews,  John  and  Thomas    and  Suiiuu 
Bennet)  and  afterwards  deponent  and  Glen-     wiTlums 
**  cross.     The  deceased  then  requested  depo-   ^^^^  ^^^ 
*'  nent  to  take  care  of  the  paper,  so  he  took  it     BBimftT. 
*"  home  with  him,  and  enclosed  it  in  an  envelope 
'''  and  endorsed  it  as  a  codicil  to  the  deceased's 
^'  will :  he  so  endorsed  it,  because  in  1819  he 
*'  and  a  Mr.  Burnet  witnessed  the  execution 
^'  of  a  will  made  by  the  deceased,  the  tenor 
^*  whereof  he  was  not  acquainted  with,  save  that 
**  in  the  course  of  general  conversation  between 
'*  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof  and  of  the 
**  paper  or  codicil  aforesaid,  the  deceased  had 
**  several  times  mentioned  that  thereby  he  had 
*^  left  his  property  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after- 
**  wards  to  his  own  and  his  wife's  relations. 
**  During  the  time  deponent  and  Glencross  were 
**  with  the  deceased  (as  aforesaid)  either  de- 
'*  ponent  or  Glencross  reconmiended  deceased 
*^  rather  to  make  a  new  will  altogether,  by  which 
^'  his   intentions  might  be  clearly  ascertained, 
**  than    to  leave  separate  papers   or  codicils 
^'  which  might  be  contradictory  to  his  will  or 
^^  one  from  another.    No  remark  was  at  that 
^<  time  made  in  answer  to  such  recommenda- 
*'  tion/' 

This  is  the  account  given  by  Mr.  Hearle,  and 
Mr.  Glencross  confirms  it: — "  On  the  11th  of 
^*  June  1822,  a  message  was  brought  to  de- 
^*  ponent,  in  consequence  whereof  he  went  over 
^'  to  the  house  of  the  deceased.  He  went  into 
*^  the  bar  parlour  of  the  inn,  and  he  found  there 
''  (as  he  now  best  recollects  and  believes)  the 
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**  deceased — his  wife — the  younger  Bennet  and 
''  Mr.  Hearle :  deponent  cannot  recall  to  mind 
"  whether  it  was  the  deceased  or  Mrs.  Goude 
^'  who  informed  him  of  the  business  on  which 
**  he  had  been  sent  for :  he  verily  believes  that 
"  the  paper  writing  (to  be  deposed  of)  was 
**  taken  —  but  by  whom  he  cannot  recollect, — 
"  out  of  a  bureau  in  the  said  parlour.  The  de- 
'^  ponent  cannot  recall  to  miAd  the  conversatioh 
''  that  took  place  previous  to  the  execution  of 
''  the  paper ;  but  he  recollects  having  expostu- 
''  lated  with  the  deceased  (and  he  believes  on 
''  this  occasion)  on  the  subject  of  the  disposition 
"  of  the  deceased's  property  to  the  prejudice  of 
''  Mrs.  Cook  and  her  family;  and  that  he  also 
*^  earnestly  recommended  the  deceased  to  have 
**  his  will  drawn  up  by  a  professional  man,  which 
'*  the  deceased  consented  to  have  done,  and  he 
'^  and  Mrs.  Goude  authorized  deponent  to  con- 
**  suit  a  professional  gentleman  on  the  subject: 
"he  80  advised  the  deceased  not  because  he 
"  was  aware  there  were  other  testamentary 
"  papers  of  his  in  existence  (which  he  did  not 
"  know)  but  because  of  the  apparent  informa- 
"  lity  of  the  paper  then  produced." 

He  says  in  a  further  part  of  his  evidence : — 
**  The  deceased  on  the  11th  of  June  1822  was  of 
"  sufficiently  sound  mind,  memory  and  under- 
"  standing,  in  the  opinion  and  judgment  of 
*'  deponent,  to  give  directions  for  the  disposal  of 
*'  his  property." — This  witness  must  be  ex- 
pected to  speak  cautiously,  not  only  from  the 
distance  of  time,  but  from  the  conversations  at 
Devonport  in  regard  to  the  capacity  of  the  de- 
ceased.    On  a  further  article  he  says : — "  it 
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"  was  either  on  the  said  11th  of  June,  or  imme-      ^^^' 
''  diately  afterwards  (he  rather  thinks  it  was  on     trinity 
^^  the   11th  of  June)  that  he  endeavoured  to    2DdsettiM. 

persuade  the  deceased  to  bequeath  part  of  his     wiluami 

property  to  Mrs.  G)ok  and  her  family;  who,  ^^^^""^  ^^^ 
**  on  such  occasion,  gave  deponent  to  under-  bbnnet. 
*'  stand,  *  that  they  had  not  behaved  to  him  as 
*'  they  ought  to  have  done,  and  they  could  not 
*'  expect  any  thing  from  him.' ''  I  may  also 
qotice  that  in  the  will  of  1822  he  does  not  give 
his  sister,  Mrs.  Cook,  even  an  honorary  legacy, 
but  passes  her  by  alt<^ether. 

There  are  other  parts  of  Mr.  Glencross' 
evidence  to  which  my  attention  has  been  called 
on  both  sides,  but  having  considered  them  I  do 
not  think  they  materially  vary  the  eiSect  of  his 
deposition  in  chief. 

This  paper,  then,  of  the  eleventh  of  June 
and  the  evidence  in  support  of  it — the  de- 
clarations of  the  deceased,  at  the  time,  of  his 
intentions  favourable  to  the  Bonnets  and  ad- 
verse to  the  Cooks — the  intention  also  of  having 
a  more  formal  will  prepared,  are  strongly  intro- 
ductory to  the  main  instrument  at  issue :  here 
is  no  appearance  of  any  importunity  or  inter- 
ference on  the  part  of  the  wife — here  is  no  ap- 
pearance of  fraud  or  clandestinity — Mr.  Glen- 
cross  was  the  last  person  to  be  sent  for  with 
such  a  view — he  was  the  intimate  friend  of  the 
deceased,  the  executor  of  the  former  will — he 
interfered  in  favour  of  the  Cooks  though  without 
success:  and  the  facts  which  he  states  prove 
the  deceased  to  have  been  a  free  and  intelligent 
agent. 

After  what  had  passed  on  the  7th  and  11th, 
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it  was  the  natural  and  probable  sequel  that  a 
formal  instrument  embodying  the  whole  of  the 
deceased's  testamentary  intentions  should  be 
executed.  To  save  the  expence  of  a  lawyer, 
Mr.  Hearle  was  requested  to  prepare  a  will,  and 
he  reluctantly  consented.  His  account  is: — 
Within  a  week  (after  the  11th  of  June)  de- 
ponent in  passing  through  the  inn  yard  was 
met  by  Mrs.  Groude,  who  said  '  she  wanted 
to  speak  to  him:'  he  accompanied  her  into 
the  bar  parlour  where  the  deceased  was: 
Mrs.  Goude  then  asked  deponent  (no  one  else 
being  present)  whether  he  would  draw  up  a 
will  for  the  deceased  according  to  the  sugges- 
tion given  them  the  other  day ;  and  the  de- 
ceased then  himself  requested  deponent  to  do 
so.  The  deponent  said  '  it  was  quite  out  of 
his  line  to  draw  wills,  and  as  there  was  a 
good  deal  of  property  at  stake,  a  professional 
man  should  be  applied  to.'  Mrs.  Goude  re- 
plied '  that  the  making  the  last  will  (done  by 
a  Lawyer)  had  cost  so  much  money  they  would 
rather  have  deponent  to  do  it:'  he  again 
declined ;  but  the  deceased  and  his  wife 
again  pressed  him,  and  he  at  last  promised 
to  do  it:  Deponent  then  asked  the  de- 
ceased, *  how  he  wished  to  leave  his  pro- 
perty V  the  deceased  then  answered,  *  that 
he  wished  his  wife  to  have  the  enjoyment  of 
the  whole  during  her  life,  and  at  her  death, 
that  it  was  to  come  to  John  and  Thomas 
Bennet  equally  between  them." 
Now  this  comes  entirely  from  the  wife,  and 
her  benefit  is  much  less  under  this  will. 
"  Deponent  enquired  of  the  deceased  '  who 
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*^he  would  name  for  his  executors:'  —  de- 
*^  ceased  asked  him  whether  he  would  be 
*'  one ;  deponent  said  he  had  rather  not,  but 
**  that  as  the  deceased  had  appointed  two 
"very  proper  persons  (Mr.  Glencross  and 
"  Mr.  Bone)  in  his  former  will,  he  recom- 
'^  mended  him  to  name  them  again :  the  de- 
"  ceased  said,  *  they  should  be  his  executors 
"  jointly  with  Mrs.  Goude,'  and  upon  deponent's 
'*  asking  him  why  he  had  not  named  his  own 
"  relations,  he  answered  *  that  they  had  had 
"  enough  already,  and  that  they  were  not  upon 
**  terms :'  the  deceased  said,  he  would  leave  a 
**  £100  to  each  of  his  sister's  children,  which 
*'  legacy  to  Margaret  Cook,  one  of  said  children, 
at  the  suggestion  of  Mrs.  Groude  and  the  de- 
ponent, the  deceased  said  he  would  increase 
"  to  £200." 

This  certainly  is  a  mistake  of  the  witness, 
because  only  £100  is  left  to  this  Margaret 
Cook :  there  is  £200  left  to  Sarah  Bennet, 
which  may  account  for  his  misrecollection.  It 
removes  one  observation  as  to  the  influence  of 
Mrs.  Goude ;  but,  at  all  events,  is  not  sufficient 
to  affect  the  credit  of  the  witness.  Hearle 
returns  to  his  shop  to  prepare  the  will,  in 
the  course  of  which  he  is  backwards  and  for- 
wards communicating  with  the  deceased.  Thus, 
'*  finding  the  deceased  had  not  provided  against 
"  the  lapse  of  the  interest,  deponent  went  over  to 
"  inquire  how ,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  Ben- 
**  nets,  or  of  Mrs.  Cook's  children,  their  shares 
**  were  to  be  disposed  of.  The  deceased  said, 
^^  .*  what  was  left  to  the  two  Bonnets  should  go 
"  to  the  survivor  in  case  of  either  djring  in  his 
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''  wife's  life-time  f  deponent  asked,  'what  if  the 
^'  one  so  dying  should  have  married  and  left 
*^  issue ;' — deceased  answered,  ^  that  such  issue 
^'  should  have  the  father's  share,  and  that  if 
*'  both  Bennets  died  in  his  wife's  life- time,  then 
''  what  he  had  left  them  should  go  to  the  rest  of 
**  the  Bennet family:'  the  deceased  at  the  same 
''  time  said,    '  that  the  legacies  left  to  Mfb. 
''  Cook's  children  should,  in  case  of  any  of  their 
**  deaths,   come  back  to  his  estate ;    that  is, 
''  should  lapse.'    Deponent  cannot  be  certain 
''  during  what  part  of  the  foregoing  conversation 
''  (which  all  took  place  within  three  or  four 
"  hours  in  the  afternoon)  Mrs.  Gonde  was  pre- 
''  sent :    she  was  continually  in  and  out,  and 
''  when  she  was  not  there,  deponent  was  the 
**  only  person  with  the  deceased.     Two  or  three 
''  times  John  and  Thomas  Bennet   came  in, 
"  but  they  were  by  the  deceased  immediately 
"  ordered  to  leave  the  room.     In  the  course  of 
"  the  same  evening  and  following  morning  the 
"  deponent,    (with   the   assistance  of  a  book 
"  which  contained   forms   of  wills)  drew  up, 
"  from  his  own  memoranda  of  the  instructions, 
"  the  will ;  and  after  breakfast,  took  it  to  the 
"  deceased,  who,  with  his  wife  together  looked 
**  over  the  same,  and  both  declared,  *  it  was  the 
*'  very  thing  they  wanted.' " 

This  witness  afterwards  goes  on  to  the  proof 
of  the  execution. 

Unless  then  this  witness  is  deposing  with 
direct  and  wilful  falsehood,  here  is  full  proof  of 
instructions,  approval,  and  execution,  Icaring 
no  doubt  of  volition  and  testamentary  capacity: 
Hearle  could   not  be  deceived — he  had  been 
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acquainted  with  the  deceased  for  eighteen  years       ib28. 

— was  his  opposite  neighbour — a  respectable  trinity 

bookseller — had  attested  not  only  the  paper  of  2ii7sM?i'on. 

the  11th  of  June  with  Glencross — but  the  will  „, — 

n      ^  -r-r  i  •  i  •  /•        WlLHAMS 

of  1817.  He  speaks  to  capacity  at  the  time  of  «. 
executing  in  these  terms : — "  Deponent  was  bennet!'^ 
**  yery  particular  in  satisfying  himself  and  did 
**  fully  satisfy  himself  of  the  perfect  capacity  of 
**  the  deceased  on  the  several  occasions  by  him 
"  predeposed  of,  because  between  the  period  of 
**  the  deceased  executing  a  will  in  1819,  and 
**  deponent  being  called  in  to  witness  the  codicil 
''  in  June  1822,  the  deceased  had  suffered  a 
"  severe  illness,  the  consequences  of  which 
'*  caused  temporary  aberrations -of  mind;  and 
this  being  known  to  deponent  he  was  very 
particular  in  assuring  himself,  which  he  did, 
"  that  the  deceased  was  quite  free  from  any 
access  of  such  complaint  before  he  witnessed 
the  said  codicil,  or  took  instructions  for,  or 
"  made,  or  witnessed  the  execution  of  the  will 
**  aforesaid." 

He  is  confirmed  sufficiently  to  show  execu- 
tion and  capacity  by  the  other  subscribed 
witness,  Symons,  also  a  respectable  person,  a 
mercer — an  intimate  acquaintance  of  the  tes- 
tator— who  has  given  his  evidence  with  perfect 
fairness.  There  are  those  variations  as  to  mi- 
nute circumstances  which  a  lapse  of  upwards  of 
three  years  would  naturally  produce  between 
honest  witnesses,  but  Mr.  Symons'  evidence  is 
quite  effectual  to  that  part  of  the  transaction 
at  which  he  was  present.  What  he  states,  pre- 
vious to  the  execution,  is  shortly  this:— *' that 
**  on  the  evening  on  which  the  will  was  exe- 
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1828.  ''  cuted,  Hearle  called  upon  him  and  they  went 
TuiNiTY  '*  together  to  Goude's ;  that  in  the  bar  room  they 
2nJsw8i'on  "  found  the  deceased,  his  wife,  and  a  stranger; 
"  that  in  a  few  minutes  they  went  with  the  de- 
'*  ceased  into  a  back  parlour,  Hearle  bringing 
*'  the  will  with  him,  who  opened  it,  and  laid  it 
*'  on  the  table ;  that  he  does  not  recollect  any 
"  conversation  or  remark  upon  the  subject 
'-  of  the  will  previous  to  the  signing;  and  that 
"  the  will  was  not  read  in  his  presence."  Here 
are  certainly,  in  this  account,  some  variations 
from  Hearle,  but  not  such  as  to  affect  his 
credit. (a)  The  witness  then — after  deposing 
that  the  deceased  of  his  own  accord  signed  each 
sheet ;  (Hearle  states  that  he  had  with  a  pencil 
written  the  names  where  the  deceased  and  the 
witnesses  were  to  subscribe)  placed  his  finger 
on  the  seal  of  wax  ;  repeated,  by  Hearle's 
directions,  the  form  of  publication ;  and  that 
Hearle  and  himself  then  wrote  their  names — 
thus  continues : — "  Immediately  after  the  de- 
"  ponent  had  signed  his  name,  he  said  to  the 
''  deceased,  '  Well  Groude,   do  you  know  what 

(a)  Hearle  stated,  '*  that  about  9  o'clock  in  the  eyening,  in 
*'  consequence  of  a  message,  he  went  over  to  the  deceased, 
<'  and  found  him,  Mrs.  Goude^  and  several  friends,  in  the  bar- 
*'  parlour.     Mr.  Symons  was  either  there  at  the  time  or  came 

''in  shortly  afterwards The  deceased  asked  his  wife 

*'  for  the  will,  or.  for  the  keys  of  the  bureau  wherein  it  was 
**  kept,  and  the  deceased,  (bringing  the  will  with  him)  Symons, 
**  and  deponent  went  into  the  old  back  parlour  :  the  deceased 
"  then  told  Symons  (who  appeared  to  be  a  stranger  to  the  pur- 
**  pose  he  was  come  about)  that  he  had  sent  for  him  to  wit- 

'*  ness  his,  the  deceased's,  will Symons  read  over  the 

*'  will  to  himself,  and  afterwards,  as  deponent  now  best  recol- 
**  lects  and  believes,  read  the  same  aloud  to  the  deceased." 
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"  you  have  done  V      The  deceased  answered       i»28. 
"  *  Oh  yes,  man.'     Deponent  then  said,  *  Is  it     trinity 
"all  right?'     Deceased  answered  '  Oh  yes,  my    2iJ8^on. 
"dear  fellow,  it's  sjl  right.'    Deponent  replied,        — 
**  *  So  long  as  you  know  what  you  have  done,  «. 

"  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  me.'  This  short  bennet.'^ 
"  conversation  took  place  in  their  way  from  the 
"  back  parlour  to  the  bar  parlour,  to  which  they 
**  returned  immediately  on  the  execution  of  the 
"  will  being  finished.  After  the  will  was  so 
"  executed,  Hearle  folded  it  up  and  took  it  with 

**  him  back  to  the  bar." "At  the  time  of 

"  the  execution  the  deceased  was  of  sound  mind 
"  memory  and  understanding :  he  founds  his 
"  belief  of  his  capacity  on  the  manner  and  con- 
"  versation  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  the 
"  execution  of  the  will,  and  his  behaviour  and 
"  conversation  subsequent  thereto  in  the  same 
"  evening ;  for  deponent  remained  in  the  bar 
**  parlour  for  two  hours  more,  and  played  a 
"  rubber  with  the  deceased,  during  which  time 
"  he  discoursed  rationally  and  sensibly  as  much 
"  so  as  at  any  time  during  deponent's  acquaint- 
"  ance  with  him." 

This  is  the  evidence  of  the  factum  and  of  the 
capacity — viz.  these  three  witnesses,  Glencross, 
Hearle,  and  Symons,  speaking  to  these  trans- 
actions on  the  11th  and  14th  of  June.  There  is 
no  particular  illness  at  this  time — the  deceased 
was  going  on  just  as  usual — and  Glencross, 
both  in  his  evidence  now  and  in  a  memorandum 
made  at  that  time,  records  that  on  the  11  th  of 
June  the  deceased  appeared  in  better  health  and 
spirits  than  usual ;  and  here,  on  the  14th,  after 
the  execution,  he  plays  his  rubber  of  whist  with 
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^^Q'  Mr.  Symons :  he  lives  about  ten  days  after— 

Trinity  not  ill  a  gradually  decliniDg  state,  but  on  Sunday, 

2nd  s^iou,  the  24th  he  goes  to  his  usual  place  of  worship— 

williIms  ^®  suddenly  struck  with  another  fit  of  apoplexy 

«'•  and  dies, — the  funeral  takes  place — the  will  is 

GOUDE    AND  J     ■■  T»  .       *        /•    .  .  . 

Ben  NET.  read  by  Bone — no  suggestion  of  incapacity  is 
raised — the  widow  takes  probate — acts  under 
it  for  nearly  three  years — and  if  she  had  not 
been  disturbed  by  the  distringas^  it  is  probable 
that  this  suit  would  never  have  been  heard  of. 
A  legatee  per.      jt  ^u  fee  obvious  from  what  has  been  stated 

formiog    the 

dutj  of  an  exe-  that  thc  Court  ttuiiks  itself  bound  to  pronounce 
Tjiape"  u"*Ji"*^  for  this  will.  The  substituted  residuary  legatee, 
I^^uolTt'^ifuie  B^iinet,  having  performed  the  duty  of  anexe- 
estate.  cutor  hi  proving  this  will,  according  to  the  ordi- 

nary rules  of  the  Court  is  entitled  to  his  costs 
out  of  the  estate.  If  the  costs  are  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  estate  they  will  in  some  measure  fell 
ultimately  upon  him  as  substituted  residuary 
legatee,  though  more  immediately  on  the  widow, 
sembu,  uiat  an  the  rcsiduarv  legatee  for  life :  she  has  acted  a 

executrix  (the  .  -^  ^  J'x'  i.-  VUI 

widow)  who—  most  improper  part,  and  it  is  not  improbable 
bat^Md^fcUnj^  that  she  has  been  the  occasion  of  this  expen- 
und"r*a  wTn"  b*  ^^^^  ®^'^ '  P^^sibly,  in  strict  justice,  she  ought 
which  she  tikes  to  bc  coodemncd  personally  in  the  whole  of 
est  than  bj"a  Benuet's  costs — at  any  rate,  as  she  has  repu- 
cawes  (he"iawr  diutcd  the  will  by  refusing  to  propound  it; 
r^"  A***"  ^'P"   which  must  be  considered  as  tantamount  to  re- 

posed  by  ques- 
tioning the  de-    nouncing  probate,  the  Courtis  of  opinion  that 

tj,  and'th^rre-  it  is  Warranted  in  revoking  the  probate  granted 
P^'anVsuch^wiii,  ^o  licr,  and  may  now  grant  administration  with 
is  liable  to  be     j^e  wiU  anucxcd  to  Bennet,  the  substituted  re- 

condemiied  per-       .  , 

aonaiij  in  the  siduary  legatee,  and  decree  his  costs  to  be  paid 
atituted  reVida-  out  of  thc  cstatc.  If  tlic  wldow  is  content  with 
*rjr  legatee  who  ^j^^^  coiirse  1  sliall  fccl  inclined  not  to  earn-  my 


Williams 
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sentence  to  the  rigorous  extent  of  condemning       1628. 
her  personally  in  Bennet's  costs,  trusting  that     trinity 
the  decree  I  propose  to  make  may  be  sufficient    ^J^^^^^^ 
to  check  such  a  proceeding*  in  future. 

I  therefore  at  present  only  pronounce  for  the     "  'T 
will  of  the  14th  of  June  1822,  reserving  the  ques-   ^ISEnnEr^.^ 
tion  as  to  costs ;  as  to  the  probate  taken  by  the  p^p^^^  „^ 
widow ;  and  to  the  grant  of  administration,  to  a  wtoWiihe.  the 
future  day :  but  I  must  consider  this  as  a  most  ntjiUi,  being 
lenient  course  towards  the  widow.  USS^diJJ,  ^ 

wooU  jastifjr 

the  Coart  u  re- 

▼okiDgtbe  pro- 
bftte,  aod  de- 

On  the  4th  session,  the  Judge,  on  the  motion  creeiog  the  md- 
of  Counsel,  at  the  petition  of  the  Proctor  for  wiTihewmm. 
John  Bennet,  with  the  consent  of  Mrs.  Goude,  "e^w^J^j "?•. 
the  widow,  revoked  the  probate  remaining  in  ^•«- 
the  registry  of  this  Court  heretofore  granted  to 
her,  and  declared  the  same  null  and  void,  and 
decreed  letters  of  administration  (under  the  usual 
security)  with  the  will  of  Francis  Goude  an- 
nexed, to  John  Bennet  the  surviving  residuary 
legatee  therein  named;    and  directed  his  ex- 
pences  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 
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will  of  m  penoo  Thls  casc  is  SO  clcaT  that  I  can  entertain  no 
^I,S^*^(ta.  s^rt  of  doubt  as  to  any  part  of  my  sentence, 
uiijmbudoiiiiig  and  I   should  not  be  lustified  in  taking  any 

the  pnoeiples       i»        r  .  i 

of  ■  rormer  dis-  furthcF  time  OF  putting  the  party  to  any  further 
Kfor^h  °de  *  expence  in  respect  of  this  will. — ^The  facts  of 
SrtfJia'lt   the  case  are  these. 

Idb^dl^i—*  Joseph  Dodge  died  on  the  21st  August  1826: 
proiioiiiicad  he  had  made  a  will  in  1820,  which  he  copied 
2^"ator— the*  prctty  closcly  with  his  own  hand  and  re-exe- 
^"rbili'ifitd  c^ted  in  October  1824.  The  contents  of  that 
-:^K/°»o«!K  will  are  not  unimportant — they  give  the  history 
diotuve  of  of  the  deceased  and  of  his  family,  and  explain 
^f  given  ibi"  tl^G  grounds  on  which  the  Court  will  proceed  to 
Th^T^l*'T^  the  decision  of  this  question.' 

minor,  aloue 

execotion-oon-  "  Tliis  is  tlic  last  wiU  aud  testament  of  me 
den,nedinco.u.  ,,  j^^^^]^  Dodgc  formerly  a  linen-draper,  but 

"  now  retired  from  business  and  residing  at 
"  Marston  Magna  in  the  county  of  Somerset  I 
''  give  and  bequeath  all  my  money  securities  for 
"  money  and  personal  estate  of  every  kind  and 
"  denomination  whatsoever  unto  my  friends 
"  Benjamin  Vowell  of  Sherborne  wine-mer- 
"  chant  Thomas  Fooks  of  the  same  place  gen- 


(a)  Phiilimore  and  Dodson  in  support  of  the  will  of  tlie  12th 
of  July  1826,  propounded  by  William  Dodge. 
The  King's  Advocate  and  Ltishiiu^tion  contr^. 
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tleman  and  Thomas  Vaughan  Meech  of  the 
same  place  iromnonger  but  nevertheless  upon 
and  subject  to  the  trust  hereafter  expressed 
and  declared  concerning  the  same  that  is  to 
say  after  they  shall  have  obtained  paym^^t  of 
the  securities  and  reduced  the  whole  into 
money  and  shall  have  fully  paid  and  satisfied 
all  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  other  expences 
and  the  cost  of  proving  and  otherwise  relating 
to  the  due  execution  of  this  my  will  and  the 
several  legacies  following  that  is  to  say  £200 
to  my  niece  Martha  How  daughter  of  my  sis- 
ter Martha  Coombs  £200  to  my  niece  Betty 
Baker  daughter  of  my  sister  Betty  Lawrence 
£100  to  my  niece  Julia  Wetherall  daughter  of 
my  late  brother  John  and  the  like  sum  £100 
each  to  her  sisters^  Mary  and  Betty.  £50 
each  to  my  nieces  Betty  Hester  and  Mary 
daughters  of  my  brother  William  which  I  give 
them  as  a  token  of  my  regard  persuaded  that 
their  father  has  made  a  comfortable  provision 
for  them  and  the  sum  of  £1000  to  Elizabeth 
Martin  who  now  lives  with  me  provided  she 
shall  continue  to  be  so  residing  with  me  at 
the  time  of  my  decease  but  not  otherwise 
then  the  trust  as  to  all  the  remainder  of  my 
money  and  personal  estate  to  distribute  and 
divide  the  same  to  my  nephews  Benjamin 
Dodge  son  of  my  late  brother  Benjamin 
Robert  and  Joseph  Dodge  sons  of  my  late 
brother  John  Dodge  and  to  William  Coombs 
son  of  my  late  sister  Martha  Coombs  and 
Joseph  Lawrence  son  of  my  sister  Betty  Law- 
rence in  equal  shares  and  proportions. and  \ 
hereby  nominate  and  appoint  my  said  three 
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''  friends  Benjamin  Vowell  Thomas  Fooks  and 
^*  Thomas  Vaughan  Meech  joint  executors  of 
"  this  my  will,"  &c.  &c. 

He  signs  this  document — there  is  the  seal; 
the  usual  attestation  clause,  and  two  witnesses : 
at  the  bottom  is  written — ''  That  there  may  be 
'^  no  mistake  you  are  to  understand  it  is  the  sum 
^^  of  one  thousand  pounds  I  have  here  given 
''  Elizabeth  Martin;"  and,  on  the  opposite  side, 
are  these  words: — "that  there  may  be  no 
''  mistake" — so  that  he  is  particularly  anxious 
that  Elizabeth  Martin,  his  housekeeper,  whom 
he  had  bred  up  from  a  child  of  six  or  seven 
years  of  age,  and  who  had  lived  with  him  above 
thirty  years,  should  have  this  £1000 — nor  is 
this  all — he  had,  as  I  have  said,  executed  in 
1820  a  will  nearly  the  same,  prepared  by  his 
confidential  solicitor  and  executor  Fooks,  which 
having  recopied  as  his  new  will  he  cancels,  and 
in  the  following  clause,  written  at  the  bottom  in 
his  own  hand,  he  assigns  the  reason  of  taking 
this  step: — "  I  drawd  out  my  will  afresh  be- 
''  cause  the  name  Betsy  Martin  was  put  in  this 
''  will  and  it  should  have  been  Elizabeth 
"  Martin." 

Now  nothing  can  more  strongly  show  that 
the  former  will  was  confirmed  and  copied — that 
he  was  not  acting  under  any  hasty  impulse  of 
feeling — but  that  the  will  of  1824  was  the  de- 
liberate expression  of  his  wishes — it  shows  also 
what  was  his  general  intention  as  to  the  testa- 
mentary disposition  of  his  property, — it  shows 
that  he  had  a  great  number  of  nephews  and 
nieces  whom  he  meant  to  benefit  in  different 
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degrees  and  for  different  reasons ;  but  William 
Dodge,  the  party  bringing  forward  the  present 
question,  is  not  mentioned  in  this  will  and  takes 
no  benefit  under  it.  It  is  clear  he  had  once 
been  a  favourite  with  his  uncle,  who  conferred 
considerable  benefit  on  him  during  his  lifetime, 
and  had  turned  over  his  business  to  him:  Wil- 
liam Dodge  had  not  however  conducted  it  with 
the  same  success  as  the  deceased,  nor  in  a  man- 
ner likely  to  afford  him  much  satisfaction — he 
was  exposed  to  arrest  and  was  supporting  his 
credit  by  accommodation  bills— the  deceased  had 
also  just  before  he  re-executed  this  will,  given 
him  up  and  dischai^ed  him  of  a  bond  for  seve- 
ral hundred  pounds  which  this  nephew  then 
stood  indebted  to  him.  These  were  die  reasons 
why  he  was  excluded  under  this  will — admitted 
to  be  valid,  unless  revoked  by  a  later  instru- 
ment. 

To  this  will  there  are  several  codicils,  one 
dated  on  the  1 1th  of  January  1822: — "  I  hereby 
"  give  unto  Joseph  Dodge  son  of  my  nephew 
*'  William  Dodge  my  watch  and  my  large 
^^  family  Bible  and  the  six  volumes  of  Henry's 
**  Exposition  upon  the  Holy  Scriptures  and  I 
"  give  unto  William  Dodge  the  son  of  my 
'*  nephew  William  Dodge  the  eight  volumes  of 
"  the  Rev.  Mr.  Romain's  works." 

"  The  Concordance  return  to  Robt.  Dodge.'' 
There  is  another  dated  on  the  19th  of  Oc- 
tober 1824,  which  was  originally  signed  on  the 
23rd  of  September:  the  date  I  presume  was 
altered  when  it  was  witnessed  by  Hannah 
Taylor : — "  In  addition  to  what  I  have  already 
^'  given  to  Elizabeth  Martin  (now  living  with 


18«8. 

Tbinity 

TSEM, 

18tk  J 


DODOB 

V, 
MCBCH. 


OiG  CASKS    DETERMIXED    IN'    THE 

1828.  '<  me)  upon  my  will  I  hereby  give  her  (if  she 
Tti!iiTT  ""  lives  with  me  till  I  die)  all  that  is  the  whole 
ilik^llU.     ''  ^^  ^y  household  goods  and  furniture  except 

- —        "one    dozen    of  silver    teaspoons:" — At  the 
D0D6C  ^ 

t,         bottom  is  written — "  I  hereby  give  unto  Jemima 
""*■•      "  Gould  formerly  Jemima   Maber  one  dozen 
''  silver  teaspoons  marked  in  the  front  J  D." 

"  October  19  1824." 

A  further  paper  2  "  I  hereby  give  unto  Wm. 
''  Dodge  son  of  my  late  brodier  Wm.  Dodge 
''  the  ten  volumes  of  Doctor  Hawker's  Poor 
''  Man's  Commentary  upon  the  Scriptures." 

"  October  21  1824." 

Here  are  two  further  papers  signed  and  dated: 
the  first  is  dated  January  27,  1825 : — ^**  It  is  my 
''  desire  and  will  that  if  I  should  be  indis- 
''  posed  to  act  in  life  by  any  affliction  I  desire 
''  Elizabeth  Martin  may  have  the  care  of  me 
' '  but  if  Elizabeth  Martin  should  not  have  the 
''  care  of  me,  then  allow  her  eight  shillings  per 
"  week  for  my  lifetime  and  at  my  death  ^ve 
''  her  what  I  have  given  her  upon  my  will." 

This  was  after  the  deceased  was  ill,  and  after 
he  had  taken  to  the  excessive  use  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  and  after  Gray  had  begun  to 
attend  him.  It  seems  to  refer  to  his  illness  and 
to  express  an  apprehension  that  he  should  not  be 
allowed  to  be  attended  by  Martin :  this  is  a  httle 
inconsistent  with  the  averment  that  Martin  was 
beginning  at  that  time  to  use  personal  violence. 

The  other  paper  is  after  he  got  to  Sherborne ; 
and  is  dated  March  8th,  1825 :— "  If  it  should 
"  please  God  I  should  die  in  Sherborne  as  Mr. 
"  Vincent  made  my  brother's  coffin  let  him  als6 
"  make  mine." 
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Here  then  is  this  disposition  of  his  property, 
most  deliberately  made  and  most  firmly  ad- 
hered to  for  five  years,  from  4th  February  1820 
to  March  1825. — The  Court  here  gathering  his 
intentions  from  his  own  acts,  and  from  these 
papers,  all  in  his  own  handwriting,  which  speak 
much  more  decisively  than  mere  depositions — 
can  entertain  no  doubt  what  were  his  wishes ; 
nor  is  there  the  slightest  doubt  that  his  faculties 
were  unimpaired  up  to  the  end  of  January  1824. 
To  support  a  paper  thus  revoking  and  altering 
this  will  and  substituting  a  disposition  quite 
different  from  and  the  very  opposite  to  it, 
would  require  the  clearest  and  most  indis- 
putable evidence. 

William  Dodge,  the  nephew,  brings  forward 
a  will,  or  rather  three  wills,  one  dated  in  June 
1825 ;  another  on  the  Srd  of  July  1826 ;  and  a 
third  on  the  12th  of  July  1826^ — the  instrument 
propounded.  It  is  singular  that  between  the 
third  and  twelfth  of  July  the  annuity  to  Eliza- 
beth Martin  is  increased:  this,  if  the  paper 
was  fraudulently  obtained,  maybe  accounted  for, 
because  legacies  are  often  introduced  for  the 
purpose  of  colour.  Now  wliat  is  the  substance  of 
the  instrument  propounded  by  William  Dodge? 
It  bequeaths  the  whole  of  his  property  to  him 
in  trust  —  to  pay  Elizabeth  Martin,  if  living 
**  with  the  deceased  at  his  death,  an  annuity  of 
£40 :  [under  the  paper  of  the  3rd  of  July 
1826  this  annuity  was  £30]  it  gives  to  Ben- 
**  jamin  Dodge,  son  of  his  late  brother  Ben- 
"jamin: — to  Robert  Dodge,  son  of  his  late 
"  brother  John: — to  Joseph  Lawrence,  son  of 
"  his  late  sister  Elizabeth— £100  each ;  these 
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''  legacies  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  a  year  from 
'*  the  testator's  death,  with  a  direction  that  if 
''  all  or  either  of  them  should  die  before  entitled 
**  to  receive  their  respective  legacies,  such  shaie 
*^  or  shares  to  form  part  of  the  residue;  the  will 
^'  then  provides  for  the  payment  of  the  de- 
''  ceased's  debts,  and  appoints  William  Dodge 
"  sole  executor  and  residuary  legatee." — This 
is  the  substance  of  the  will  of  the  12th  of  July 
1826:  it  is  technically  drawn  up;  signed; 
sealed;  and  there  are  two  subscribing  wit- 
nesses— to  whom  I  shall  presently  refer. 

There  are  here,  then,  three  legacies  given  to 
three  nephews  out  of  the  great  number  the  de- 
ceased had;  and,  as  I  have  said  before,  some 
such  might  naturally  be  introduced  if  fraud  had 
been  resorted  to :  but  the  great  bulk  of  the  pro- 
perty is  given  to  William  Dodge,  who  had 
notldng  under  the  repeated  testamentary  acts 
firmly  adhered  to  for  several  years.  This 
then  is  a  will  completely  the  reverse  of  his 
former  disposition,  wholly  abandoning  its  prin- 
ciple, and  therefore  requiring  clear  proof  of  ca- 
pacity and  execution.  It  appears,  and  is  ad- 
mitted by  Dodge's  own  evidence,  that  prior  to 
the  first  of  this  second  class  of  wills  the  de- 
ceased had  resorted  to  the  immoderate  use  of 
spirits  and  opium,  the  effect  of  which  was  to 
reduce  him  to  a  state  of  utter  incapacity  — 
whether  he  was  encouraged  to  these  excesses 
by  Martin,  or  whether  she  could  not  resist  the 
deceased's  determination  to  gratify  this  vicious 
taste,  is  not  material  at  present.    ^ 

Early  in  1825,  William  Dodge,  with  the  as- 
sistance of  Gray,  the  medical  attendant,  and 
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with  the  approbation  of  Fooks,  the  confidential 
solicitor  and  executor  of  the  former  will,  himself 
with  force  and  violence  removed  the  deceased 
(notwithstanding  that  he  made  all  the  resistance 
he  could)  from  Marston  to  Sherborne,  where 
William  Dodge  resided — and  placed  over  him 
John  Warr,  who  is  described  as  a  female  nurse, 
— and,  under  his  care,  in  about  six  weeks 
the  deceased  recovered.  The  removal  to  Sher- 
borne took  place  in  February  1825,  and  in  June 
of  the  same  year  the  deceased  made  a  will :  but 
it  is  admitted  that  at  the  latter  end  of  that  year 
there  was  a  relapse,  when  a  similar  remedy  was 
resorted  to ;  and  that  in  April  or  May  1826  he 
was  a  third  time  in  the  same  condition,  when 
Warr  was  again  called  in  to  superintend  him, 
and  continued  in  charge  till  the  eighth  of  July 
1826. 

Here  then  are  repeatedly  states  of  incapacity ; 
no  matter  by  what  name  they  are  called — whe- 
ther derangement — or  being  out  of  his  senses  ; 
nor  from  what  cause  they  spring :  if,  as  it  is  as- 
serted, from  the  ill-treatment,  personal  violence, 
or  control  of  Elizabeth  Martin,  what  does  it 
prove  but  that  he  was  in  a  state  of  incapacity 
and  non-resistance  ?  though  the  Court  certainly 
is  inclined  to  think  that  the  charges  against 
Martin  are  a  little  exaggerated.  Here  too  are 
alleged  intervals  of  capacity; — here  is  control 
by  William  Dodge  and  persons  authorized  by 
him,  he  himself  assisting  in  bringing  the  de- 
ceased to  Sherborne; — here  is  the  deceased,  in 
a  state  of  nervous  excitement,  going  several 
times  a  day  to  Dodge's  house — a  very  small 
quantity  of  liquor  affecting  his  senses,  and  pre* 
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venting  his  acting  rationally  and  with  j  udgment— 
yet  wine  is  occasionally  sent  to  his  lodgings 
by  Dodge  and  his  wife  in  pretty  liberal  sap- 
plies  ; — here  is  a  will,  alleged  to  have  been  made 
during  an  interval  of  capacity,  totally  depart- 
ing from  the  former  disposition,  and  principally 
in  favour  of  William  Dodge ; —  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, unless  the  Court  is  prepared  to  give 
up  all  the  principles  hitherto  acted  upon.  It  must 
demand  the  most  decisive  proof  of  the  complete 
absence  of  influence  and  excitement,  at  the 
preparation  and  making  of  this  asserted  will : 
It  must  require  unimpeachable  evidence  of  un- 
biassed volition  and  of  clear  capacity :  It  must 
expect  to  be  shown  instructions  coming  from 
the  deceased  himself,  and  an  execution  in  the 
presence  of  witnesses  above  all  exceptum. 
What  then  is  the  proof  offered  ? 

The  will  propounded  is  the  last  in  date — that 
of  the  12th  of  July  1826.  For  this  will,  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  there  is  no  evidence  of  instructions 
coming  from  the  deceased;  but  that  is  not  all— 
the  will  is  prepared,  as  is  fully  proved,  by  in- 
structions and  directions  from  William  Dodge, 
the  executor,  the  party  agent,  the  party  benefit- 
ed— it  is  executed,  or  rather  the  name  of  the  de- 
ceased is  got  to  it,  without  even  reading  it  over 
to  him  :  I  am  now  assimiing  that  it  was  signed 
by  the  deceased,  but  the  only  witness  to  that  fact 
is  the  son  of  William  Dodge,  at  that  time  a  minor, 
who  attests  tlie  will,  and  who  is  brought  to  de- 
pose that  the  deceased  in  his  presence,  and  in  the 
presence  of  his  (deponent's)  father  and  mother, 
subscribed  the  paper.  This  young  man  certainly 
has  been  placed  in  a  most  distressing  situation. 
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The  other  subscribed  witness,  Miller,  did  not 
see  the  paper  signed,  and  consequently  it  was 
not  attested  by  him — but  this  was  his  habit,  for 
there  is  another  instance  of  similar  conduct  on 
his  part :  he  is  a  man  who  has  been  in  the  habit 
of  accepting  bills  of  accommodation  for  William 
Dodge,  who  is  indebted  to  him  nearly  £300 ;  and 
is  called  in  on  two  different  occasions,  and 
nominally  attests  what  was  not  signed  in  his 
presence.(a)  It  is  quite  clear  that  no  argument 
can  sustain  such  a  document,  prepared  and 
executed  under  such  circumstances  and  sup- 
ported by  such  evidence;  the  very  transaction 
itself  proves  that  the  deceased  was  in  a  con- 
dition unfit  to  execute  any  will — he  was  in  such 
a  state  of  excitement  that  he  would  not  wait  a 
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(a)  John  Miller  deposed  :  —  **  He  and  William  Dodge  have 
always  been  on  intimate  terms :  they  reside  not  more  than 
M  yards  from  each  other.  On  the  12th  of  July,  1826, 
Joseph  (William  Dodge's  son)  came  oyer  to  him  about 
4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  and  said  his  father  wished  to  see 
bim :  deponent  went  in  about  20  minutes :  Joseph  Dodge 
showed  him  into  the  little  parlour,  where  deponent  found 
William  Dodge  and  his  wife  :  there  was  a  paper,  pen,  ink, 
and  a  candlestick  on  the  table:  William  Dodge  told  depo- 
nent '  he  had  sent  for  him  to  witness  his  uncle  Joe's  will  — 
the  old  gentleman  has  been  waiting  for  you  some  time, 
you  know  what  a  fidgetty  man  he  is,  he  would  not  wait  any 
longer  and  is  gone  ;  here  is  his  will  —  he  wants  you  to  sign 
it,  and  a  blank  is  left  for  your  name.'  Deponent  then  ex- 
amined the  signature,  and  asked  Dodge  and  his  wife, 
'  whether  that  was  the  deceased*s  hand-writing :'  they  as- 
sured him  that  it  was ;  and  deponent  being  also  acquainted 
with  the  deceased's  subscription,  had  no  doubt  about  it,  and 
signed  his  name." — On  the  18th  interrogatory  : — "  Respon- 
dent about  a  twelvemonth  (as  he  belieyes)  before  the  last 
will,  attested  a  will  of  the  deceased :  the  deceased  was  not 
present  on  that  occasion." 
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few  minutes  till  the  other  witness  arrived — and 
Warr,  it  must  be  remembered,  had  only  ceased 
his  attendance  a  few  days.  The  proof  tfien  thus 
far  is  utterly  insufficient  to  support  this  will. 

It  has,  however,  been  argued  that  it  is  sup- 
ported by  collateral  evidence  arising  from  af- 
fection for  William  Dodge,  and  from  declara- 
tions in  his  favour :  and  Burrow's  evidence  has 
been  referred  to — "  that  the  deceased  six  or 
''  seven  years  ago  [he  was  examined  on  the  9th 
"  of  January  1828]  used  to  speak  very  affec- 
"  tionately  of  his  nephew  William  Dodge,  and 
''  said,  when  he  departed,  he  should  leave  him 
"  his  property."  Can  that  be  true  at  that  time? 
If  this  declaration  was  made  then  before  the  de- 
ceased's incapacity,  it  is  contradicted  by  his 
former  acts,  and  could  only  have  been  made  in 
order  to  deceive  and  mislead :  if  after,  what  reli- 
ance can  be  placed  on  it?  Besides,  otiier  declara- 
tions are  opposed  which  are  equally  forcible,  and 
neutralize  the  effect  of  this  testimony  of  Burrow. 

Again,  here  is  evidence  of  the  similitude  of  the 
deceased's  handwriting:  but  supposing  that  all 
this  species  of  evidence  was  on  one  side,  and  that 
the  witnesses  united  in  stating  their  belief  that 
it  was  his  handwriting,  that  would  only  prove 
it  was  not  a  forgery — it  would  not  prove  his  ca- 
pacity. There  is,  however,  strong  evidence  of  dis- 
similitude from  persons  speaking  to  their  belief 
that  it  is  not  the  deceased's  handwriting.  The 
banker's  clerk  says  it  is  so  unlike,  that  "  had  a 
"  cheque  with  such  a  signature  been  brought  to 
''  him,  he  should  have  hesitated  befor  he  would 
"  have  paid  it."  But  I  do  not  rely  on  this: 
assuming  it  to  be  his  handwriting,  there  is  not 
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evidence  to  support  it.  Burrow's  opinion  only 
goes  to  prove  that  it  is  not  a  forgery  ;(a)  and 
he  speaks  in  such  decided  tenns  of  the  de- 
ceased's faculties,  that  his  evidence  standing 
alone  would  induce  a  belief  that  the  deceased 
never  was  incapable,  though  Warr  was  in  at- 
tendance at  the  very  time  of  which  this  witness 
is  speaking. 

If,  however,  abandoning  the  will  of  the  12tli 
of  July,  Dodge  reverts  back  to  the  will  of  the 
3rd  of  July,  the  proof  is  no  better :  Warr  was 
also  then  in  attendance; — if  still  further  back, 
to  the  will  of  June  1825,  there  are  the  same 
defects  or  even  greater :  not  only  are  there  no 
instructions,  but  it  is  not  even  now  disclosed 
'in  whose  handwriting  that  paper  is ;  and  there 
again  Miller  attests  without  seeing  the  de- 
ceased sign.  These  two  papers,  then,  are  of  no 
worth,  nor  validity — these  two  noughts  added 
to  the  other  nought  will  not  make  an  arith- 
metical number. 

There   are  various   other  particulars    which 

(a)  Robert  Burrow,  of  Sherborne,  tailor,  deposed :  **  that  he 
knew  the  deceased  for  14  or  15  years  ;  that  he  often  went  to 
hear  him  preach ;  that  upon  an  inspection  of  the  names 
*  Jos  Dodge'  set  and  subscribed  to  the  will  propounded  by 
William  Dodge,  he  has  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  same  is 
the  genuine  hand-writing  and  subscription  of  the  deceased : 
deponent  has  frequently  seen  him  write  his  name  exactly  in 
that  manner. —  Deponent  saw  the  deceased  during  July  and 
August  preceding  his  death :  on  the  3rd  of  July,  at  the  de- 
ceased's request,  deponent  witnessed  his  will ;  that  a  few 
days  afterwards,  deponent  conversed  with  him ;  and  on  both 
of  these  occasions,  deceased  was  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind,  and  fully  capable  of  giving  instructions  for  and 
making  and  executing  his  will,  or  doing  any  act  of  that 
nature.*' 
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throw  a  great  cloud  of  suspicion  over  the  whole 
transaction,  to  which  I  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  advert :  it  is  quite  sufficient  for  me  to 
say  that  William  Dodge  has  wholly  failed  in 
proving  his  case ;  and  where,  under  such  circum- 
stances, a  person  will  undertake  to  get  a  will 
prepared  by  his  own  agency,  and  have  it  at- 
tested by  his  own  son,  a  minor,  and  by  another 
who  never  saw  it  till  after  the  signature  was 
affixed ;  and  will  take  upon  himself,  in  rait,  to 
prove  it  and  tisercin  fail,  he  must  abide  by  the 
consequences. 

Without,  therefore,  pronouncing  that  this  wiD 
of  July  1826 — is  a  forgery  (which  perhaps  it 
would  not  be  proper  for  this  Court  to  do);  with* 
out  pronouncing  even  that  a  fraud  upon  an  in- 
capable testator  has  been  proved,  though  I 
confess  that  is  my  view  of  the  case ;  yet  I  do 
think  that  I  should  not  reach  the  justice  of  the 
case,  and  should  very  much  shrink  from  a  dis- 
charge of  my  public  duty  if  I  did  not,  in  pro- 
nouncing against  the  will,  condemn  William 
Dodge  in  costs. 
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Thomas  Dickson,  formerly  of  Drury  Lane,  xhewiuof  a 
Middlesex,  but  late  of  Northfield  in  the  county  fn^sLu  Ja,  and 
of  Dumfries,  was  the  party  deceased.    On  the  jJIrt'J^^^twnThe 
18th  of  March  1828,  probate  of  his  will  was  ^^^„f^^^ 
granted,   by  the   authority  of  the   Consistory  b  the  diocese  of 
Court  of  London,  to  James  Scarth,  the  surviving  of  u^'Ja  th^* 
executor :  and  on  his  behalf,  a  monition — recit-  be°elfpi^;ji°f„ 
ins:  *'  that  the  testator  was,  whilst  living  and  at  tJJ«  consistoT^r 

O  111  !/•!       Court  of  LoD- 

"  the  time   of  his  death,   possessed  of  goods  don,  and  the 

**  chattels  and  credits  in   divers   Dioceses   or  t^ar  "of  tha?* 

"  peculiar  Jurisdictions  sufficient  to  found  the  ^p^i,^*3cr 

"  Jurisdiction  of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Can-  protest  to  a  mo- 

^^  n  it  I  nn  tn  trans- 


"  terbury" — had  since  been  duly  served  upon  mit  such  wui. 
the  Deputy-Registrar  of  the  Consistory  Court  1^ oJ^rrouthe 
of  London  enjoining  him  "  to  bring  into  and  P'"^;ji;J°^^^^^^ 
"  leave  in  the  registry  of  the  Prerogative  Court  probate  unne- 
**  the  aforesaid  last  will  and  testament."   To  this  Archbishop  and 
monition  the  Deputy-Registrar  appeared  under  don^^TaJ^e  by" 
protest,  alleging  ''  that  the  several  parishes  and  J^^*!,";®  ^h^^^ 
*'  places  (in  the  province  of  Canterbury)  where-  tion  in  such 
**  in  the  whole  of  the  goods  chattels  and  credits  h^ever,  in  aid 
**  were  situate  are  within  the  Diocese,  and  in  IJn^addltronli*"* 
"  all  respects  subject  to  the  jurisdiction,  of  the  P^^/^^^'ji^^ed 
**  Bishop  of  London :   that  the  Archbishop  of  to  the' property 

*  in  the  Faoda. 


London. 
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an/Son.  "  *^^  probate,  heretofore  issued  under  seal  of 

„ —  "  the  Consistorial  and  Episcopal  Court  of  Lon- 

r.  "  don,  was  therefore  legal  and  valid/' 

Bishop  of 

Phillimore,  for  the  Executor,  in  opposition  to 
the  protest. 

The  Bank  has  refused  to  transfer,  under  a 
probate  issuing  from  the  Consistory  Court  of 
London,  certain  stock  belonging  to  the  testator, 
and  standing  in  his  name.  The  question  then 
is — whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
Bank  is  not  justified  in  withholding  the  trans- 
fer, and  whether  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Exe- 
cutor to  apply  for  a  Prerogative  probate  ? 

Per  Curiam . 

Was  the  Testator,  at  his  death,  domiciled  in 
Scotland  ? 

Dr.  Phillimore.  I  apprehend  that  he  was ; 
and  that  his  will  was  also  found  in  Scotiand. 
The  origin  of  the  question  is  on  the  93rd 
Canon  :(a)  on  reference  to  which  it  is  manifest 

(a)  The  93rd  Canon  is  headed  :  "  The  rate  of  Bona  nota- 
bilia  liable  to  the  Prerogative  Court."  It  enjoins,  **  that  do 
"judge  of  the  Archbishop's  Prerogative  shall  henceforward 
"  cite,  or  caused  to  be  cited,  ex  officio,  any  person  whatsoever 
"  to  any  of  the  aforesaid  intents,  [viz.  for  the  probate  of  wills, 
"  or  grant  of  administrations]  unless  he  have  knowledge  that 
**  the  party  deceased  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  possessed  of 
*'  goods  and  chattels  in  some  other  diocese  or  dioceses,  or  pe- 
**  culiar  jurisdiction  within  that  province,  than  in  that  wherein 
"  he  died,  amounting  to  the  value  of  ^ye  pounds  at  the  least^ 
"  decreeing  and  declaring,  that  whoso  hath  not  goods  in  divers 
"  dioceses  to  the  said  sum  or  value  shall  not  be  accounted  to 
*'  have  bona  nofahilia,'^  &c. 
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that  it  is  not  sufficiently  comprehensive  for  all 
cases; — the  present  is  not  included  in  it.  Gib- 
son, in  commenting  upon  this  canon,  observes  : 
"  there  are  several  cases  wherein  no  written  law 
"  hath  made  provision,  in  which  therefore  we 
"  must  attend  to  the  declarations  of  the  com- 
"  mon  law ;  as  where  one  dies  possessed  of 
"  goods  in  London  and  Dublin ;  in  that  case 
"  the  resolution  seems  to  have  been  that  the 
"  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  by  his  prerogative, 
"  was  to  grant  administration  for  the  goods  in 
"  London ;  and  the  Archbishop  of  Dublin  for 
**  those  in  Dublin. "(«)  However  there  is  no 
adjudged  case  exactly  in  point  with  the  one 
under  consideration ;  but  the  nearest — that  of 
Daniel  v.  Luker — is  reported  in  Dyer;  (6)  it 
is  the  case  upon  which  Gibson  has  founded 
the  passage  which  I  have  just  quoted ;  and  it 
is  also  supported  by  the  authority  of  Bum, 
and  by  a  dictum  of  Sir  William  Wynne  which 
is  (luoted  by  that  writer,  and  is  quite  in  unison 
with  it.(c)  Tn  the  case  in  Dyer  there  was,  I 
admit,  no  decision ;  but  the  opinion  of  the  re- 
porter, is,  that  the  deceased  left  bona  notahilia 
both  in  England  and  Ireland ;  and  that  a  Prero- 
gative probate  was  necessary  in  either  country. 
Another  analogous  authority  is  to  be  found  in 
Rollers  Abridgment,  under  the  title  of  '*  Exe- 
"  cutor,"  p.  908.  where  it  is  said,  that  if  a  party 
dies  beyond  sea,  the  Archbishop  grants  admi- 
nistration.    And  no  distinction  exists,  in  this 
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(a)  Gibson's  Codex.  Vol.  1.  p.  472. 

{b)  Daniel  v.  Luker,  3  Dyer,  305.  a.    1  Rolle,  908. 

(c)  Vide  4lh  Burn's  Ecc :  Law,  p.  234.  (Tyrwbitt's  Edition). 
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respect,  between  an  executor  and  an  adminis- 
trator. 

That  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  decree 
payment  of  money  without  a  Prerogative  probate 
is  established  by  a  series  of  decisions.  Chall- 
nor  V.  Murhall,  CVes.  118.  Newman  v.  Hodg- 
son, 7  Ves.  409.  Thomas  v.  Davies,  12  Ves. 
417.,  which  last  case  is  quite  conclusive  upon 
the  point.  In  the  case  of  Yockney  v.  Foyster, 
which  occurred  in  this  Court  in  1789,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Prerogative  jurisdiction  was  dis- 
cussed; but  that  case,  I  admit,  does  not  bear 
upon  the  present.  All  the  cases  indeed  are 
collected  in  Lawton's  treatise  on  bona  notabiEa, 
s.  4.  where  it  is  likewise  stated,  that  money 
cannot  be  received  out  of  Chancery  without  a 
Prerogative  probate.  I  do  not  refer  to  this  book 
as  an  authority  binding  upon  the  Court;  but 
merely  to  show  the  general  impression,  that,  in 
Chancery,  a  Prerogative  probate  cannot  be  dis- 
pensed with. 


Per  Curiam. 
The  question  I  have  to  decide  is,  whether 
this  Court  has  any  authority  to  take  away  this 
will  from  the  Court  which  is  in  possession  of  it? 
I  have  not  to  decide  whether  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery will  pay  under  a  probate  of  the  Court  of 
London. 


Argument  resumed. 
The  convenience  of  this  rule,  for  which  I  am 
contending,  being  the  established  rule,  is  mani- 
fest.    If  probate  is  taken  out  in  a  Diocesan 
Court,  and  there  are  bona  notabiliay  the  grant  is 
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absolutely  void;  but  if  it  issues,  erroneously, 
from  the  Prerogative  Court,  the  grant  is  only 
voidable,  and  all  acts  done  under  the  authority 
of  such  a  probate  are  valid  until  the  grant  is 
revoked. 

The  King's  Advocate  in  support  of  the  protest. 

There  is  some  doubt  whether,  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  the  testator  was  domiciled  in  Scotland ; 
I  am  inclined  to  beheve  he  was  :  that  is,  however, 
a  circumstance  of  no  importance.  In  consider- 
ing what  is  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Preroga- 
tive Court  of  the  Archbishop  in  probates  and 
administrations,  it  is  essential  to  look  to  the 
form  of  proceedings  in  respect  to  such  grants. 
The  instruments  alone,  by  the  form  of  their  re- 
cital, sufficiently  show  that  the  Prerogative 
Court  exercises  jurisdiction  in  these  matters 
solely  upon  the  ground  of  their  being  bona 
notabilia;  for  they  allege  that  ^^  A.  B.  had 
<'  whilst  living  and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
*'  goods  chattels  and  credits  in  divers  dioceses 
**  or  peculiar  jurisdictions  sufficient  to  found  the 
**  jurisdiction  of  our  Prerogative  Court  of  Can- 
*'  terbury."  The  foundation  then,  of  the  Arch- 
bishop's right  is,  that  the  deceased  left  sufficient 
goods  "  in  divers  dioceses  or  peculiar  jurisdic- 
'*  tions  f '  that  is,  unless  the  party  died  worth 
property  beyond  the  value  of  £5  in  two  dioceses, 
there  is  no  jurisdiction  of  the  prerogative.  In 
other  cases,  where  there  are  no  bona  n4)tabiliay 
the  right  is  in  the  Diocesan.  This  is  the  general 
rule  as  to  the  respective  jurisdictions  of  the 
Metropolitan  and  Diocesan. 

It  is  objected,  in  this  case,  that  the  testator 
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did  not  die  within  the  Diocese  of  London :  I 
admit  that  the  death  took  place  in  Scot- 
land; but  that  will  not  found  the  jurisdic- 
tion; and  reliance  was  placed  upon  Rollers 
Abridgment ;  where  it  is  stated,  that  if  a  man 
die  intestate  in  England  and  Ireland*  the  Arch- 
bishops, respectively,  shall  grant  administra- 
tion.(a)  The  case  itself  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  acted  upon  ;  and,  immediately  after- 
wards, RoUe  adds :  ''  but  this  must  be  under- 
**  stood  where  the  party  hath  goods  in  divers 
*'  dioceses  in  each  of  their  Provinces,  or  in  the 
*'  diocese  of  the  Archbishop ;  for  otherwise  it 
"  ought  to  be  granted  by  the  Ordinary,  where 
"the  goods  are,  and  not  by"  the  Archbishop:" 
and  this  limitation  has  been  adopted  both  by 
Bacon  and  Viner.  (b)  The  jurisdiction  then, 
depends  upon  tlie  goods.  Viner,  (c)  citing  from 
Freeman's  Reports,  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the 
case  from  Dyer.  **  A  man  dies  in  France  and 
**  hath  goods  in  tlie  diocese  of  Norwich,  and 
"  the  question  was,  whether  the  Bishop  of 
"  Norwich  should  grant  administration,  or  the 
"  Archbishop?  Per  North  C.  J.  The  Bishop 
"  shall  grant  administration  unless  he  hath  bona 
"  iiotabilia;  and  his  dying  in  France  is  no  more 
"  than  if  he  died  in  Norwich.''  (d)  There  must 
therefore  be  ho7ia  fwtabilia  to  found  the  Arch- 
bishop's jurisdiction. 
It  has  been  argued,  that  in  Chancery,  money 

(a)  I  Rol.  908.  citing  Daniel  r.  Luker,  Dyer,  306.  a. 
(6)  Bacon's  Abridgment,  Executors,   E.    No.  3.      Viner's 
Abridg.  Executors,  G.  1. 

(c)  11  Viner's  Abridgment,  Executors,   G.  No.  16. 

(d)  Cecil  V.  Darkin,  Freem.  Rep.  256.  pi.  273. 
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is  decreed  not  to  be  paid  out,  except  on  a  Pre- 
rogative probate ;  and  that  in  all  cases.  Now 
if  this  position  be  correct,  it  is  worthy  of  con- 
sideration ;  but  from  a  review  of  the  decisions 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that,  if  a  party  dies  in 
the  diocese  of  London^  (having  no  bona  notabi- 
lid)  a  Prerogative  probate  would  be  required  by 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  The  cases  cited  only  de- 
termine, that  where  there  are  bona  notabilia^  the 
Court  will  not  dispense  with  a  Prerogative  pro- 
bate, merely  because  of  the  smallness  of  the  sum. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  cases  do  not  touch  the  present  question. 

Argument  resumed. 
In  Yockney  v.  Foyster,(a)  a  very  broad  pro- 
position, as  to  the  necessity  of  a  Prerogative 

probate  to  carry  on  proceedings  in  Chancery, 
was  certainly  advanced  in  the  pleadings ;  but 
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(a)  This  was  a  suit  promoted  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of 
Canterbury  by  Elizabeth  (wife  of  Samuel  Yockney)  a  legatee 
named  in  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Caleb  Foyster,  late  of 
Kingston  in  the  island  of  Jamaica.  The  executor,  Foyster, 
having  appeared  under  protest  to  the  jurisdiction,  it  was  pro- 
pounded on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Yockney,  in  an  allegation. 

The  first  article,  in  substance,  pleaded,  that  the  deceased 
died  in  1777,  having  whilst  living  and  at  the  time  of  his  death 
goods  chattels  and  credits  in  divers  dioceses  or  peculiar  jurisdic- 
tions within  the  province  of  Canterbury  to  the  value  of  £5  and 
upwards  su£Scient  to  found  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Prero^Uve 
Court  of  Canterbury. 

The  second,  that  Foyster  the  surviving  executor  and  resi- 
duary legatee  proved  the  will  in  Jamaica ;  that  he  is  now  resi- 
dent within  the  province  of  Canterbury,  and  since  his  having 
taken  upon  him  the  execution  of  the  will,  he  hath  had  remitted 
to  him  by  his  agents  from  Jamaica  divers  effects  amounting  to 
more  than  the  sum  of  £5  in  value ;  and  that  he  is  in  posses- 
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the  sentence  of  the  Court  did  not  bear  out  the 
terms  of  the  allegation.  The  present  case  too  is 
easily  distinguishable  from  that ;  for,  here  the 
will  is  already  proved.  The  Consistory  Court 
is  in  possession  of  the  grant,  and  the  applica- 
tion is  to  take  it  out  of  that  registry.  I  appre- 
hend this  Court  will  not  interfere. 

Per  Curiam. 
Is  not  the  principle  of  all  Prerogative  pro- 
bates to  save  the  necessity  of  two  grants? 
Where  a  party  dies  with  goods  in  two  Pro- 
vinces, there  must  then  be  two  grants.  If  a 
will  had  been  proved  in  Jamaica,  would  a  pro- 
bate of  the  exemplification  of  that  will  be 
granted  in  the  London  Court  ?  There  must,  I 
think,  be  some  instances,  where  persons  dying 
in  the  British  Colonies  and  having  no  other 
personal  property  in  this  country,  except  in  the 

sion  of  them  and  of  divers  other  effects  in  the  proyince  of 
Canterbury. 

The  third  recited  the  bequest. 

The  fourth  pleaded  ;  that  the  legatee,  in  order  to  compel  the 
Executor  to  the  due  payment  of  the  legacy,  ''  hath  been  advised 
**  to  file  her  bill  of  complaint  in  Chancery,  but  is  prevented  from 
**  so  doing  on  account  of  there  not  being  a  representative  to  the 
**  deceased  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury :  that  by  the 
**  constant  and  invariable  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  no 
*'  proceedings  can  be  had  or  instituted  therein  against  ao  £xe- 
*'  cutor  for  rendering  an  account,  or  for  the  recovery  of  a 
*•  legacy  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  any  testator  unless  such 
**  will  shall  have  been  first  regularly  proved  in  the  Prerogative 
**  Court  of  Canterbury,  and  a  legal  personal  representative  ap- 
**  pointed  to  such  testator  by  the  said  Court." 

This  allegation  was  rejected.     Vide  infr^.  p.  630. 

In  Tyrwhitt's  edition  of  Burn's  Ecc.  Law,  Vol.  IV.  p.  234, 
the  case  of  Yockney  and  Foyster  is  noticed. 
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English  Funds,  that  probate  of  their  wills  are 
taken  in  the  Consistorial  Court  ? 

The  Deputy-Registrar  of  the  Commissary 
Court  of  London  stated ;  that  there  were  in- 
stances of  probates,  in  such  cases,  in  both  the 

London  Courts. 
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Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  question  was  argued  on  a  former  Court 
day,  and  from  the  nature  of  it,  and  from  the 
number  of  authorities  cited,  the  Court  thought 
proper  to  take  time  to  deliberate.  The  facts  are 
these.  Thomas  Dickson  died  in  Scotland,  hav- 
ing made  his  will  of  which  he  appointed  Scarth 
executor.  He  was  possessed  of  personal  pro- 
perty in  Scotland  and  also  in  London:  the 
latter  consisting  of  some  leasehold  premises  in 
Drury  Lane ;  some  bond  and  other  debts  in 
Westminster;  and  £10  long  annuities  in  the 
Funds.  Probate  of  this  wiU  was  taken  out  in 
the  Consistory  Court  of  London;  but  Mr. 
Scarth  has  since  extracted  a  monition  against 
the  Deputy-Registrar  of  that  Court  to  transmit 
the  will  to  the  Prerogative  Court,  because  (as 
has  been  stated  in  argument,  though  this  does 
not  appear  in  the  act  on  petition)  the  Bank  has 
refused  to  transfer  the  long  annuities  on  a  Con- 
sistory Probate.  The  Deputy-Registrar  has 
appeared  under  protest  alleging,  that  all  the 
property  out  of  Scotland  lay  within  the  Diocese 
of  London,  and  that  there  were  no  hona  iiotahilia 
in  any  other  Diocese  within  this  Province. 
This  is  not  controverted,  unless  money  in  the 
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Funds  be  not  considered  to  lie  within  the  I)ia- 
cese  of  London. 

The  question,  then,  is — not  whether  the  Pre- 
rogative Court  has  concurrent  jurisdiction,  and 
might,  in  the  first  instance,  or  even  now,  grant 
probate  of  the  will  of  a  party  dying  out  of  the 
Province,  but  whether  a  monition  to  transmit 
the  probate  to  this  Court  shall  issue  on  the 
ground  that  the  Bishop  of  London  has  no 
jurisdiction,  though  there  are  goods  in  no 
other  Diocese  within  the  Province.  If  there 
was  a  concurrent  jurisdiction,  that  is,  if  in  the 
first  instance  either  or  both  Courts  might  have 
been  applied  to,  the  Prerogative  would  not  take 
the  grant  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Bishop  of  Lon- 
don, the  probate  having  already  passed. 

In  respect  to  concurrency,  there  is  a  fact  to 
commence  with,  admitted  on  all  hands :  that  it  is 
the  practice  to  grant  probate  in  either  jurisdic- 
tion where  a  party  dies  out  of  the  Province 
having  no  goods  in  divers  dioceses,  but  only  in 
the  diocese  of  London,  though  part  of  those 
goods  is  money  in  the  Funds.  It  would,  then, 
require  clear  and  decisive  authority  —  to  show 
that  such  jurisdiction,  so  sanctioned  by  practice, 
is  to  be  disturbed,  and  that  this  grant  made  by 
the  Diocesan  Court  is  illegal  and  void — and  to 
justify  the  enforcing  of  this  monition. 

In  aid  of  such  a  position  I  have  not  been  re- 
ferred to  any  case.  The  strongest  semblance 
of  the  Bishop  having  no  jurisdiction,  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion,  arises  from  the  party  not  dying 
within  the  diocese  ;  but  though  there  may  be 
some  dicta  to  this  effect,  yet  the  authorities,  to 
prove  that   the  death  of  the  party  within  the 
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diocese  is  essentially  necessary  to  found  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop,  are  not  sufficiently 
clear  to  induce  the  Court  to  overturn  the  esta- 
blished practice,  which  exists  as  to  parties 
djring  out  of  the  Province.  The  concurrency  of 
Jurisdiction  is  then  recognized  in  practice  and 
is  also  intelligible  in  principle.  By  the  general 
Canon  Law  it  should  seem,  that  the  Metro- 
politan had  original  jurisdiction  throughout 
his  Province.  Many  authorities  to  that  eflfect 
may  be  found :  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction 
was  restrained,  in  respect  to  suits,  by  the  sta- 
tute of  Citations,(a)  and,  in  respect  to  probates 
and  administrations,  by  the  ninety-third  canon ; 
but  the  Metropolitan  has  still  the  right  of  visit- 
ing his  Bishops  and  of  inhibiting  them  during 
his  visitations,  in  the  same  manner  as  Bishops 
visit  and  inhibit  their  respective  Archdeacons  ; 
and  a  general  concurrency  of  jurisdiction  may 
have  been  reserved  by  composition  or  otherwise. 
Proceeding  then  to  the  consideration  of  the 
cases  cited,  and  the  arguments  addressed  to  the 
Court  on  the  former  day,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
there  is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  a  departure 
from  the  ascertained  practice  in  instances  where 
the  party  dies  out  of,  and  does  not  possess  bona 
notabilia  in  different  dioceses  of,  the  province. 
Though  the  authorities  to  be  found  in  the  books 
afford  some  countenance  to  the  doctrine  that,  if 
the  death  happens  out  of  the  province,  and 
there  are  only  goods  in  one  diocese,  a  Preroga- 
tive probate  is  still  necessary,  yet  they  are  ex- 
tremely loose  and  vague :  many  are  mere  dicta ; 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

2iid  SetiioD. 

SOARTB 

V. 

Bishop  of 

LOHDOIf. 


VOL.    I. 


(a)  23  Hen.  8.  c.  9. 

U    U 


036 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


1828. 

Trihitt 

Term, 

SodSeiMOB. 

SCARTH 

V. 

Bif  HOP  or 
London. 


some  when  investigated  do  not  support  the 
position;  some  are  inconsistent  with  others; 
some  assert  that  if  a  person  dies  abroad,  or  in 
Dublin,  a  Prerc^tive  probate  is  to  issue ;  but 
the  position  is  statied  so  generally,  that  it  may, 
if  the  authorities  could  be  traced  up,  only  mean 
that  the  Archbishop  shall  have  concurrent,  not 
exclusive  jurisdiction,  unless  there  be  bona  nota- 
hilia.  So  a  note  of  a  case  decided  in  the  Pre- 
rogative Court  in  1714 — Green  v.  Wigmore(a) — 
states, ''  a  Person  d3ring  in  the  East  Indies  and 
''  goods  in  London,  Prerogative  probate/'  That 
is  the  whole  of  the  note  which  I  have;  and 
this  again  may  only  refer  to  a  concurrent,  not 
an  exclusive  right :  but  still  it  is  a  strong  case, 
because  it  is  knovm  that  formerly,  for  certain 
purposes,  the  East  Indies  were  considered  to  be 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Diocese  of  LondoQ. 

I  may  here  remark,  as  to  the  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  that  the  cases  referred  to, 
when  examined,  only  establish  that  that  Court 
requires  a  competent  probate,  and  will  not  direct 
money  to  be  paid  out  on  a  Diocesan  probate, 
when  the  money  itself  in  Court  shows  that  there 
are  bona  notabilia  in  divers  Dioceses,  and  con- 
sequently, that  a  Prerogative  is  the  competent 
probate. 

In  the  case  of  Yockney  v.  Foyster,(A)  in  which 
I  was  of  counsel,  the  party  applied  for  a  Pre- 
rogative probate :  the  jurisdiction  was  denied, 
and  was  propounded  in  an  allegation.  The 
only  effects  within  the  province  were  brought 


(a)  Green  r.  Wigmore,  Prerog.  1714. 

(6)  Yockney  V.  Foyster,  Prcrog.  1789.   Vide  suprk,  p.631. 
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there  after  the  death  of  the  party.  Sir  Wil- 
liam Wynne  rejected  the  allegation  upon  the 
ground  ^'  that  such  goods  did  not  found  the 
jurisdiction;"  and  said,  "  though  it  was  stated 
in  argument  that  the  probate  was  necessary 
**  in  order  to  file  a  bill,  yet  he  could  not  grant 
"  it  upon  such  an  assertion :  but  if  the  Court  of 
**  Chancery  had  actually  decided  that  the  Pre- 
"  rogative  grant  was  necessary,  this  Court  *  in 
"  aid  of  justice '  might  allow  the  grant  to  pass-" 
I  do  not  know  that  that  case  throws  much  light 
on  the  present  question  :  it  only  shows  that,  for 
the  sake  of  furthering  justice,  the  Court  would 
not  withhold  its  probate.  This  may  be  of  some 
use  however  for  a  purpose  to  which  I  shall  pre- 
sently allude. 

The  Canon  itself  (the  ninety-second)  perhaps 
is  the  safest  authority  for  this  Court,  (a)    Its 
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(c)  The  02nd  Canon  is  intifculed  —  **  none  to  be  cited  into 
*'  divers  Courts  for  probate  of  the  same  will ;"  and,  after  re- 
citing, that ''  Forasmuch  as  many  heretofore  have  been  by  Ap- 
'*  paritors  both  of  inferior  Courts,  and  of  the  Courts  of  the 
*^  Archbishop's  Prerogative,  much  distracted,  and  diversely 
"  summoned  for  probate  of  wills,  or  to  take  administrations  of 
**  the  goods  of  persons  dying  intestate,  and  are  thereby 
**  vexed :"  it  directs  '^  all  Chancellors,  Commissaries,  Officials, 
*^  &c.  to  inquire  of  all  persons  appearing  before  them  for  probate 
**  or  administration,  whether  they  know  or  believe  that  the  de- 
'*  ceased  had,  at  his  death,  any  goods  or  good  debts  in  any  other 
<'  diocese  or  peculiar  jurisdiction  within  that  province,  than  in 
'*  that  wherein  the  party  died,  to  the  value  of  £6.  And  if  the 
'^  person  cited,  or  voluntarily  appearing,  shall  upon  his  oath 
<<  affirm,  tiiat  he  knoweth,  or  firmly  believeth,  that  the  said 
*'  party  deceased  had  goods  or  good  debts  in  any  other  diocese 
"  or  dioceses,  or  peculiar  jurisdictions  within  the  said  province, 
''  to  the  value  aforesaid,  then  shall  such  Chancellor,  &c.  Sic. 
"  presently  dismiss  him,  not  presuming  to  intermeddle  widi  the 
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provisions  should  seem,  generally,  to  import 
that  the  Prerogative  Court  originally  exercised 
a  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  all  cases,  and  that 
the  officers  of  that  Court  and  of  the  Dioce- 
san Court  were  running  a  race — having  a  sort 
of  scramble — to  get  first  possession.  To  remedy 
this  inconvenience  the  Canon  restrains  the  infe- 
rior Court  from  interposing  where  there  are  goods 
in  divers  Dioceses  within  the  province,  or  as  it 
may  seem  to  provide,  where  there  are  goods  in 
another  Diocese  besides  in  that  wherein  the 
party  died  :  and  though  the  notice  required  to 
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probate  of  the  said  will,  or  to  grant  adminbtration  of  the 
goods  of  the  intestate  :  but  shall  openly  and  plainly  declare 
that  the  cause  belongeth  to  the  Prerogative  of  the  Archbishop 
of  that  province,  willing  and  admonishing  the  party  to  pio?e 
the  said  will,  or  require  administration  of  the  said  goods  in 
the  Court  of  the  said  Prerogative;  and  if  any  Chancellor, 
&c.  &c.  shall  offend  herein,  let  him  be  ip»o  facto  suspended 
from  the  execution  of  his  office,  not  to  be  absolved  or  released, 
until  he  have  restored  to  the  party  all  expences  by  him  laid 
out  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the  premises ;  and  every  such 
probate  of  any  testament,  or  administration  of  goods  so 
granted,  shall  be  held  void  and  frustrate  to  all  effects  of  law 
whatsoever. 

''  Furthermore  we  charge  and  enjoin,  that  the  Registrar  of 
every  inferior  Judge  do,  without  all  difficulty  or  delay,  cer- 
tify and  inform  the  Apparitor  of  the  Prerogative  Court,  re- 
pairing unto  him  once  a  month,  what  executors  or  adminis- 
trators have  been  by  his  said  Judge,  for  the  incompeteDcy  of 
his  own  jurisdiction,  dismissed  to  the  Prerogative  Court 
within  the  month  next  before.  Provided  that  this  Canon  be 
not  prejudicial  to  any  composition  between  the  Archbishop 
and  any  Bishop  or  other  Ordinary,  nor  to  any  inferior  Judge 
that  shall  grant  any  probate  of  testament  or  administration 
of  goods,  to  any  party  that  shall  voluntarily  desire  it,  both 
out  of  the  said  inferior  Court,  and  also  out  of  the  Preroga- 
tive." 
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be  given  by  the  Registrar  of  the  inferior  Court 
■to  the  Apparitor  of  the  Prerogative  Court  is  now 
obsolete,  yet  still  the  rule  remains  that  a  pro- 
bate granted  by  a  Diocesan  Court  is  absolutely 
void,  and  null  ah  initio^  where  there  are  bona 
noiahilia. 

The  Canon,  however,  does  not  distinctly  refer 
to  the  case  of  a  person  who  dies  out  of  the  Pro- 
vince, but  who  has  goods  in  a  particular  Diocese, 
and  the  construction  put  upon  tlie  Canon  by  the 
practice  appears  to  be,  that,  in  such  case,  the 
concurrent  jurisdiction  remains,  and  that  either 
the  Metropolitan  or  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese, 
in  which  alone  there  were  any  effects,  may 
make  the  grant.  At  all  events  this  Court,  find- 
ing such  a  practice  at  present  existing,  does 
not  feel  warranted  in  disturbing  it  by  taking 
this  probate  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Consistory 
Court.  This  Court  is  always  unwilling  to  break 
in  upon  an  established  practice ;  more  especially 
would  It  be  unwilling  in  a  case  where  this 
Court  and  Its  oflftcers  may  have  some  sort  of  in- 
terest. Any  alteration  in  such  matters  would 
more  fitly  proceed  from  a  different  authority. 

It  can  hardly  be  expected  that,  because  the 
Bank  has  now,  and  not  for  the  first  time,  started 
a  difficulty,  this  Court  is  to  set  up  a  new  rule 
without  some  decisive  authority  to  justify  it. 
If  any  authorities  or  sound  principles  exist, 
which  may  have  escaped  the  diligence  and  re- 
search of  Counsel  or  the  knowledge  of  the 
Court,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  supreme  tri- 
bunal or  to  the  powers  of  some  other  Court ;  or 
if  there  exist  any  strong  reasons  of  public  ex- 
pediency requiring,  as  a  protection  and  neces- 
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sary  safeguard  to  the  Public  Funds,  that  none 
but  a  Prerogative  probate  should  be  received  to 
found  a  transfer  at  the  Bank,  recourse  must  be 
had  to  the  Legislature.  The  difficulty  in  this 
particular  case  may  probably  be  removed  by 
the  proviso  stated  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
ninety-second  Canon,  viz.  If  a  party  volun- 
tarily desire  it  Probate  may  be  granted  both  out 
of  the  inferior  and  Prerogative  Court :  "  Pro- 
''  vided  that  this  Canon  or  any  thing  therein 
''  contained  be  not  prejudicial,  &c.  to  any  infe- 
''  rior  judge  that  shall  grant  any  probate  of  tes- 
'*  tament  or  administration  of  goods  to  any  party 
''  that  shall  voluntarily  desire  it  both  out  of  tl^ 
**  said  inferior  court  and  also  out  of  the  Pre- 
"  rogative." 

Upon  this  authority,  and  in  order  to  ''  aid  the 
ends  of  justice,"  if  the  executor  now  applies 
here  for  probate,  this  Court  might  grant  it, 
limited  as  far  as  the  necessity  of  the  case  re- 
quires. It  would  be  unfit  and  improper  to  grant 
a  general  probate,  because  a  general  probate 
has  been  already  granted  by  what  is  to  be 
considered  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction; 
but  I  should  be  disposed  to  grant  a  probate 
limited  to  the  property  in  the  Public  Funds, 
which  is  all  that  the  necessity  and  justice  of 
the  case  require.  The  party  may  choose  volun- 
tarily to  make  this  application  rather  than  en- 
gage in  a  contest  with  that  great  and  powerful 
body  —  tlie  Bank — which  may  possibly  have 
strong  and  substantial  reasons  for  the  rule  they 
are  contending  for,  and  from  which  other 
Courts  might  hesitate  to  compel  them  to  de- 
part.    This  course,  however,  must  be  left  to  the 


PREROGATIVE    COURT    OF    CANTERBURY. 

consideration  of  the  parties  themselves :  but 
opon  the  grounds  already  stated,  the  Court 
thinks  Itself  bound  to  allow  the  Protest,  and  to 
dismiss  the  Deputy- Registrar  from  the  monition. 

Protest  sustained. 


Note. — The  Editor  is  informed  that,  since 
the  Judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  in  this 
case,  the  Bank  of  England  has  acquiesced  in 
the  transfer  of  the  £lO  Long  Annuities  upon 
the  original  probate  taken  in  the  Consistory 
of  London. 


IN  THE  GOODS  OF  JAMES  TAYLOR. 


On  Motion. 


The:  deceased  died  at  Birmingham  on  the  ExnaiioabiiBi 
^^  .of  November,  1837 :  he  left  a  widow  —a  ^d^tb'ul'* 


ont).     His  wiU,  regularly  executed,  was  """-"f""""" 
111  March,  1822. 


f 

^r        ill,  while  very  ill,  he  sent  for  his  solicitor,  b»tti.a»  mi, 
W  ^letjy,  to  alter  his  will ;  who  immediately  ZJ'l^l 

^^■^iltd  (in  company  with  the  deceased's  sur-  s™"*- 
^HB  and  drew  up  a  codicil.    When  the  codicil 
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^^*^'       was  prepared,  it  was,  at  the  testator's  request. 

Trinity      read  over  to  him  in  the  presence  of  witnesses, 

srd  seitioo.    and  he  approved  of  it ;   but  deferred  signing  it 

In  thTgoods  ^  ^'^  ^^^*  morning,  when  he  died  without 

OP         havintr  executed  it. 

Jambs  ^ 

Taylor.  The  SOU  and  daughter  of  the  deceased  and 
their  respective  issue  were  the  only  persons  who 
could  be  prejudiced  by  the  codicil:  the  son 
was  since  dead,  unmarried  and  intestate:  the 
daughter  had  no  children. 

Upon  a  special  proxy  of  consent  from  the 
daughter  and  her  husband^  and  from  dififerent 
legatees  (whose  interests  were  varied  by  the 
codicil)  and  a  full  affidavit  of  the  fects, 

Lushington  moved  for  probate  of  the  codicil 
in  common  form. 

Per  Curiam. 
This  is  an  ordinary  case  of  prevention  by 
death :  there  was  no  hesitation  as  to  the  con- 
tents ;  the  execution  only  was  postponed  till  the 
following  morning.  All  at  present  in  existence, 
who  are  interested,  consent,  and  the  issue  that 
may  be  hereafter  born  will  not  be  bound  by  this 
decree.     Probate  may  therefore  pass. 

Motion  granted. 
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consideration  of  the  parties  themselves:  but 
upon  the  grounds  already  stated,  the  Court 
thinks  Itself  bound  to  allow  the  Protest,  and  to 

dismiss  the  Deputy- Registrar  from  the  monition. 

«. 

Protest  sustained,     um^. 


iim. 

TimiTT 

TiEH, 

Sid; 


SCAITV 


Note. —  The  Editor  is  informed  that,  since 
the  Judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  in  Ah 
<;ase,  the  Bank  of  England  has  acquiesced  m 
the  transfer  of  the  £10  Long  Annuities  up^ 
the  original  probate  taken  in  the 
of  London. 


IN  THE  GOODS  OF  JAMES  TifUA 


Elizabeth 

ROBIllSOIf. 
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1828. 

trihity  -P^'"  Curiam. 

srJs^doo.        ^^'^  deceased,  a  spinster,  and  illegitimate, 
—        died  on  the  23rd  of  May,  1828 ;  and  there  aie 

In  thk  Goods 

or  several  documents  of  a  testamentary  nature  be- 
fore the  Court :  one  of  which,  B,  written  on 
parchment,  is  ready  prepared  for  execution; 
but  in  the  conclucUng  part  are  these  words: 
*'  All  the  rest  residue  and  remainder  of  my  per- 
"  sonal  estate  and  effects  subject  to  the  pay- 
''  ment  of  the  last  mentioned  legacies  and  my 
'  funeral  and  testamentary  expences  I  purpose 
''  disposing  of  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  ex- 
'^  pressed  in  a  codicil  or  codicils  to  this  my  will  ;*' 
so  that  she  intended  to  make  an  addition  to  the 
will  even  if  she  had  executed  it,  but  in  fact  she 
never  did  finish  it.  On  the  5th  of  April  she 
wrote  to  Mr.  Powell,  who  prepared  B :  '*  I  re- 
"  ceived  the  parchment  agreeable  to  my  desire 
''  and  intend  to  fill  it  up  and  to  make  a  few  al- 
"  terations  but  think  to  leave  it  for  the  present." 
She  did  not  then  merely  suspend  the  execution, 
but  she  proposed  to  make  some  alteration.  A, 
another  of  these  papers,  has  nothing  in  it  to 
show  when  it  was  written,  except  that  it  appears 
to  have  been  subsequent  to,  because  manifestly 
drawn  up  from,  B.  The  water-mark,  being  1824, 
affords  no  clue.  It  is  in  her  own  handwriting, 
but  has  no  concluding  words,  no  signature,  no 
date,  no  distribution  of  the  residue;  and  the 
afiidavits  only  go  to  finding  and  handwriting, 
but  do  not  fix  the  date,  nor  contain  anything  to 
prove  that  the  paper  embodied  her  final  inten- 
tions. It  therefore  is  not  entitled  to  probate 
imless  with  the  express  consent  of  the  Crown. 
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The  parties  interested  may  endeavour  to  con-       iws- 
vince  the  Crown  that  it  was  the  deceased's  in-      trinity 
tention  that  this  paper  should  have  eflfect,  when    ^J^s^^. 
some  arrangement  might  probably  be  made  for  ^^  thTgoods 
the  payment  of  the  legacies  by  the  nominee  of         of 

Elizabkth 

the  Crown ;  but  as  far  as  this  Court  is  concerned     robinson. 
the  present  motion  must  be  rejected. 

Motion  rejected. 


WOOD    V.    MEDLEY.  IstSeMion. 


On  Petition. 


In  Michaelmas  term  1827,  an  allegation —  xw©  papen 
propounding,  on  behalf  of  the  asserted  exe-  ""JJJ^'^Jn^^^" 
cutor,    two   papers  as  together  containing  the  ^y «"  exeoutor. 
last    will    of    John    Medley  —  was   rejected,  whfob  m^^ 
(Vide  Cundy  v.  Medley,  suprit,  p.  140.)    Let-  ffir.uoV'" 
ters   of  administration    then    issued    to  Anne  t»>««npon  *«J^«n 

out  bjr  the  next 

Medley,  (a  sister  and  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  ©f  kin;— on  a 
the    deceased)   the  party  who  now  appeared  oTonhose^pa- 
under  protest  to  a  decree,  served  upon  her  at  ^*e"dminhfi™. 
the  promotion  of  Peter  Wood,  a  nephew  and  a  ^^°'.  *"^  *!*• 

^  i  ^  '  *  ^        administrator 

residuary  legatee  named  in  one  of  the  aforesaid  app*.aring  under 
papers,  in  order  that,  on  his  behalf,  the  papers  \lstZ\o^tdt^ 
might  be  re-propounded.     The  averments,   on  older  AaYthS 

legatee,  on  showing  be  was  not  cogmxant  of  tbe  former  proceedings,  &o.  &c  might  bring  id  an 
allegation  :  the  appointment  of  the  exeoator  being  in  one  paper,  the  interest  of  tbe  legatee  en«> 
tjrelj  under  the  other,  and  the  two  paper*  not  necessaril/  coooected. 


646 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


1828. 

Trinity 

Tbbm, 

IstSetaioD. 

Wood 

Mbdley. 


either  side,  were  set  forth  in  an  act  on  peti- 
tion .(a) 

JLushington  and  Nicholl  in  support  of  the 
protest. 

Two  points  arise  on  this  petition.  First: 
Whether  it  is  not  true  as  a  general  rule,  thou^ 
possibly  liable  to  exceptions,  that  when  an  exe- 
cutor has  propounded  a  will,  and  no  collusion  is 

(a)  In  support  of  the  act  on  Petition  Peter  Wood  made  an 
affidavit,  dated  on  the  12th  of  May,  as  follows: — **  Peter  Wood, 
the  younger,  of  the  city  of  Antwerp,  but  now  in  Londco,  makedi 
oath,  that  he  is  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  named  in  the  kit 
will  and  testament  (as  contained  in  two  paper  writings)  of  Joha 
Medley  the  deceased  ;  that  he  hath  been  informed  and  bdiefet 
that  the  said  John  Medley  died  on  or  about  the  12th  of  August 
1827,  and  that  soon  after  his  death  certain  proceedings  arose 
between  J.  W.  Cundy  the  executor  named  in  one  of  the  slid 
paper  writings  and  Ann  Medley  and  Priscilla  Medley,  two 
of  the  natural  and  lawful  sisters  and  two  of  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  deceased,  with  a  view  to  establish  the  said  papers  as  die 
last  will  of  the  deceased,  the  validity  of  which  the  said  Ann 
and  Priscilla  Medley  contested :  And  this  deponent  farther 
saith  that  he  was  not  informed  of  the  said  proceedings,  as  be 
was  then  labouring  under  a  very  severe  and  dangerous  illness, 
until  on  or  about  the  latter  end  of  January  or  the  beginning  of 
February  last  past,  when  he  was  informed  and  believes  that 
letters  of  administration  of  the  effects  of  the  said  deceased  had 
been  granted  to  the  said  Ann  Medley :  he  further  saith  that  a 
short  time  since  having  been  informed  by  his  Agents  in  Eng- 
land that  sufficient  evidence  hath  now  been  obtained  to  estab- 
lish the  validity  of  the  said  paper  writings,  he  did  on  the  22nd 
of  February  last  instruct  and  authorize  proceedings  to  be  com- 
menced on  his  behalf  against  the  administratrix  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  the  said  paper  writings  as  the  true  and  original 
last  will  and  testament  of  the  deceased ;  and  he  further  saith 
that  he  did  not  in  any  way  consent  or  make  himself  a  party  to 
any  acts  done  by  James  Riddel  Wood  or  John  William  Cundy, 
either  during  the  dependance  of  the  said  proceedings  or  subse- 
quent thereto,  as  he  during  the  dependance  of  the  same  wss 
wholly  ignorant  thereof.*' 
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suggested,  all  persons  claiming  under  that  will 
are  bound  by  his  acts.  Secondly :  Whether,  if 
this  be  the  true  rule,  any  reasons  are  here 
offered  to  take  the  present  case  out  of  such 
genera]  rule. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Court,  we  apprehend, 
would  be  much  disinclined  to  allow  these  pro- 
ceedings to  be  revived,  and  the  next  of  kin  put 
to  the  fresh  expence  of  opposing  these  papers  a 
second  time,  unless  It  were  bound  so  to  do, 
either  from  a  conviction  that  the  rights  of  third 
parties  had  been  improperly  and  lightly  sacri- 
ficed in  the  former  attempt  to  substantiate  these 
papers  ;  or  unless  it  were  required  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  law,  or  by  a  constant  stream  of  autho- 
rity. Now  collusion  is  quite  out  of  the  ques- 
tion ;  for  it  is  admitted  that  Mr.  Cundy,  the 
executor,  fully  discharged  his  duty;  that  he 
was  assisted,  and  furnished  with  information 
by  Riddel  Wood,  the  brother  of  the  present 
party,  who  has  exactly  the  same  interest ;  and 
that  a  caveat,  entered  by  the  Proctor  of  that 
brother,  was  withdrawn  by  the  advice  of  his 
Counsel;  on  the  ground  that  the  papers  could 
not  be  supported.(a)  This  affords  the  strongest 
possible  disproof  of  collusion  or  of  neglect ;  and 
indeed,  the  Act  on  Petition  abstains  from  sug- 
gesting any  such  charge. 

That  all  parties  and  all  interests  are  bound  by 

(a)  In  the  act  on  petition,  and  in  the  affidavit  of  James  Rid- 
del Wood,  it  was  stated  to  be  the  opinion  of  Counsel,  that  **  al- 
'*  though  the  additional  facts  "  [that  James  Riddel  Wood  had 
then  discovered]  "  afforded  strong  grounds  of  presumption  to- 
**  wards  establishing  the  testamentary  papers,  yet  that  those 
**  facts  as  stated,  or  such  at  least  of  them  as  were  supposed  to 
**  be  capable  of  proof,  did  not  amount  to  what  the  Court  would 
**  require." 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

1st  SeuioD. 

Wood 

Medlet. 
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Trimity 

Term, 

1ft  SaMiM. 

Wood 

9, 
MiDLEY* 


the  act  of  the  pars  principaUs  is  a  principle  uni- 
versally recognized.     On  this  principle  it  is 
that,  in  cases  of  marriage,  whether  void  or  yoid- 
able,  and  in  which  the  wife  is  the  only  party 
proceeded  against,  the  decisions  of  this  Court 
are  held  to  bind  the  children.     Indeed  to  what 
manifest  inconvenience  and  injustice  would  any 
such  practice,  as  that  now  attempted,  necessa- 
rily lead  ?    When  would  a  next  of  kin  be  safe, 
if  allowed  to  be  attacked  by  every  l^atee  in 
succession  ?    It  may,  however,  be  said,  the  ob- 
jection is  easily  obviated  by  citing  all  parties 
interested  to  see  proceedings  :  but  if  this  were 
done,  much  useless  expence  would  be  incurred 
in  every  common  suit ;  and  it  would  render  all 
property,  where  such  a  course  had  not  been 
adopted,  insecure.      In   Colvin  v.  Fra8er,(a)  a 
doubt  was  raised  whether  the  next  of  kin  had  a 
right  to  take  out  such  a  decree,  and  though  the 
Court  overruled  the  objection,-  It  at  the  same 
time  seemed  to  be  of  opinion,  that  the  decree 
was  unnecessary  ;  as  the  legatees,  unless  collu- 
sion were  shown,  would  be  bound  by  the  acts  of 
the  executor.  The  principle,  that "  res  inter  alios 
"  acta  aliis  nee  nocet  nee  prodest"  cannot  be 
disputed :  but  this  rule,  we  contend,  is  limited  to 
the  person  having  the  chief  and  primary  interest, 
and  that  those,  whose  claims  are  dependant  upon, 
and  deduced  from,  and  through  the  pars  princi- 
palisy  are  bound  by  his  acts ;  that,  after  a  sen- 
tence against   the  legitimus  contradictor^  none 
other  has  a  right  to  contest  the  same  question. 
Who,  then,  is  the  legitimtLs  contradictor  oi iSsie 
will? — the   hoeres  scriptus — the  executor — the 
person  to  whose  especial  care  the  testator,  if  tes- 

(«)  Supr^,  p.  107. 
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tator  he  be,  has  committed  the  trust  of  carrying 
his  will  into  effect — whom  he  has  selected  to 
watch  over  the  interests  of  his  minor  legatees, 
and  of  his  creditors,  and,  generally  over  his 
estate ;  and  who  is  called  the  very  foundation 
of  a  testament.  Such  is  the  rule  adopted  by 
the  G>urts  of  Common  law,  and  of  Chancery, 
by  the  Civil  law,  and  by  these  Courts. 

In  the  first  place,  it  cannot  be  pretended  that 
at  Common  law  the  act  of  the  Executor  does 
not  bind  the  Legatees :  he  may  confess  as  many 
judgments  as  he  pleases,  and  they  cannot  even 
intervene,  or,  in  any  way,  interfere  to  prevent 
him.  In  Chancery,  though  they  may  intervene, 
yet  they  are  not — not  even  the  residuary  lega- 
tee— necessary  parties  to  a  decree  against  the 
executor.  Hargrave's  Law  Tracts,  pp.  475-6, 
in  notis ;  Lawson  v.  Barker,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  303. 
Brown  v.  Dowthwaite,  1  Madd.  448.  This  doc- 
trine is  only  gathered  by  inference  from  the 
Digests  ;(a)  but  the  Commentators  are  express 
upon  the  subject.  Scaccia,  after  stating  as  a 
general  rule  that  "  sententia  inter  alios  lata 
"  aliis  non  nocet,"  gives  the  following  among 
other  exceptions,  **  Quando  sententia  est  lata 
"  cum  legitimo  contradictore,  id  est,  cum  eo 
"  cujus    principaliter  interest,    et  k  quo    alii 

(a)  Si  hereditatis  judex  contrk  heredem  pronunciaverit  non 
agentem  causam,  vel  lusori^  agentem :  nihil  hoc  nocebit  lega- 
tariis.  Dig.  lib.  30.  tit.  60,  8. 1.  Again  —  Si  ex  caus^  de  in- 
officiosi  cognoyerit  judex,  et  pronunciaverit  contr^  testamen- 
tum,  nee  fuerit  provocatum,  ipso  jure  rescissum  est,  et  suus 
heres  erit,  secundum  quern judicatum  est:  et  bonorum  possessor, 
si  hoc  contendit ;  et  Itbertates  ipso  jure  non  yalent,  nee  leg^ta 
debentur ;  sed  soluta  repetuntur  aut  ab  eo  qui  solyit,  aut  ab 
eo  qui  obtinuit.     Dig.  5.  2. 8.  16. 
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"jus  habent  consecutivum ;  quia  tunc  ilia 
"  sententia  facit  jus  quoad  omnes,  etiam  turn 
"  intervenientes  et  fian  citatos^  Again :  "  Sen- 
"  tentia  lata  contr^  heeredem  nocet  fidei  com- 
"  missario  etiam  ignoranti  litem  et  non  citato;" 
and,  after  stating  that  this  doctrine  is  confirmed 
by  many  passages  in  the  Digest,  he  concludes : 
'*  ex  quibus  legum  Doctores  communiter  vi- 
'*  dentur  coUigere  quod  sententia  lata  contr^ 
'^  haeredem,  seu  contr^  testamentum,  noceat 
'*  etiam  legatariis."(a)  Covarruvias  is  to  the 
same  effect.  **  Ubi  lis  tractatur  cum  legitime 
'^  contradictore,  h.  quo  aliorum  jus  in  eadem  re 
**  derivatur  et  oritur ;  et  qui  primas  obtinet  in 
'^  ek  controversi^  partes,  sententia  lata  facit  jus 
**  quoad  omnes,  etiamsi  nee  litigaverint,  nee  vo- 
''  cati  fuerint  ad  judicium,  nee  scientiam  litis 
*'  controvers8B  habuerint."(i)  This  principle  is 
equally  supported  by  Novarius  ;(c)  by  Heral- 
dus  ;(rf)  by  Peregrinus  \{e)  and  by  Mauritius.(/) 

(a)  Scaccia,  in  his  **  famous  book,'*  (as  Mr.  Hargpraye  in  his 
Law  Tracts,  p.  483,  calls  it)  De  sententia  et  de  re  judicata, 
p.  349.  gloss.  14.  qua^stio  12.   n.  77.  n.  78.  (Yen.  1629.  F.) 

(6)  Covarruvias  Pract.  Qusest.  c.  13.  n.  5.  p.  854.  and  ia 
another  place,  torn.  2.  c.  13.  n.  3. 

(c)  Novarii  Decisiones,  29.  n.  1,  2,  3.  and  Decisiones,  68. 
n.  10.  p.  83.  (1637.  F.) 

(d)  Heraldus  de  rerum  judicatarum  auctoritate,  pp.  20 — 1, 
(8vo  1640.) 

(e)  Antonius  Peregrinus  de  fidei  commissis.  Art.  53.  n.  49. 
p.  1504.  (4to.  1606.) 

{f)  "A  writer  of  great  authority  on  the  civil  law,  in  ex- 
"  plaining  where  '  res  inter  alios  acta'  shall  bind  third  persons, 
"  says,  '  su^  natura  ac  propria  vi  nocet  vel  prodest  sententia 
''  *  aliis,  quam  inter  quos  lata  est,  quoties  lis  tractatur  cum  legi- 
"  '  timo  contradictore,  i  quo  ca^teri  jus  suum  tanquam  k  foote 
<<  <  derivant  ac  recognoscunt.'  Erici  Mauritii  Dissertatiode  jure 
*'  interventionis.  Vid.  sect.  15."   Harg.  Law  Tracts,  p.  476. 
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What  is  the  practice  here?  A  legatee  is 
not  allowed  to  propound  a  paper  till  he  has 
cited  the  executor  to  propound,  or  to  refuse  so 
to  do.  This  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Da 
Silva  V.  Henriquez.(a)  Could  then  Mr.  Cundy 
again  propound  this  will  ?  And  if  he  could  not 
be  allowed,  what  a  contradiction  it  would  be  to 
allow  the  person  whose  claim  is  subordinate  to 
and  deduced  from  his  ;  and  who  is  only  allowed 
to  propound  on  his  refusal.  There  are  no  cases, 
that  we  are  aware  of,  in  which  such  a  course  has 
been  permitted.  The  cases  where  the  question 
has  been  raised  by  the  next  of  kin  against  the 
executor,  in  possession  of  a  probate,  are  com- 
pletely distinct:  the  interest  of  all  these  are 
^ual ;  none  are  secondary  or  subordinate ; 
none  are  paramount ; —  there  is  no  legitimus 
contradictor.  And  the  practice  of  always  citing 
the  next  of  kin  rests  upon  this  ground,  that  no 
one  next  of  kin  represents  another  next  of  kin : 
but  to  cite,  regularly  and  formally,  all  the  lega- 
tees under  a  will,  who  may  be  resident  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  world,  would  be  an  imprac- 
ticable attempt ;  and  if  it  could  be  resorted  to, 
much  inconvenience  would  result  from  the  num- 
ber of  parties  that  might  thus  be  introduced  into 
a  cause. 
The  effect  of  a  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical 

(a)  Da  Silva  v,  Henriqnez,  1793,  Prerog.  East.  Term,  1  sess. 

Caveat  entered  by  next  of  kin.  Legatee,  named  in  a  paper, 
declared  he  propounded  it,  and  gave  an  allegation. 

Dr.  Svirabey,  counsel  for  the  legatee,  suggested  that,  as  there 
were  executors  named  in  the  paper,  they  ought  to  be  cited  to 
appear  and  propound.  The  Court  (Sir  William  Wynnes  agreed 
that  the  legatee  ought  to  cite  the  Executors ;  and  directed  a 
decree  to  issue. 
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that,  in  that  case,  there  was  a  regular  sentence 
against  a  will.  We  admit  the  distinction; 
but  how  does  it  bear  ?  That  in  a  case  where 
the  question  is  so  nicely  balanced,  that  the 
Court  allows  it  to  go  to  proof,  there  the  legatees 
are  bound ;  but  in  a  case  so  feeble  in  its  cir- 
cumstances, that  the  Court  rejects  the  allega- 
tion, the  legatees  in  succession  may  revive  it, 
and  vexatiously  pursue  the  next  of  kin  cwi  infi- 
nitum. So  that  the  worse  is  the  case  of  the 
parties,  the  better  is  their  situation. 

In  respect  to  the  second  point  —  whethey 
there  is  any  thing  to  remove  this  case  out  of  the 
general  principle,  and  to  support  the  present 
application — we  submit  that  the  affidavits  are 
scanty,  and  quite  insufficient  to  induce  the 
Court  to  re-open  the  cause.  The  allegation  was 
rejected  without  doubt  or  hesitation.  On  the 
part  of  Mr.  Wood,  there  is  much  appearance  of 
vexation  and  delay.  The  names  of  the  persons 
who  inform  him  that  the  evidence,  now  in  his 
possession,  is  sufficient,  are  not  given ;  nor  the 
names  of  the  witnesses ;  nor  the  facts  that  can 
be  established;   nor  when  they  came  to  his 
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Hill  prayed  that  adminustration  of  the  goods  of  Mary  Hampton, 
otherwise  Williams,  as  dying  intestate,  be  granted  and  ordered 
to  pass  under  the  seal  of  tliis  Court  to  his  client — the  sister  and 
wax  of  kin  of  the  deceased.  Sayer  prayed  liberty  to  propound 
die  will,  in  the  name  of  his  client,  and  to  prove  the  same  by 
iofficient  witnesses. 

The  Judges,  by  their  interlocutory  decree,  rejected  the  peti- 
tion of  Sayer,  and  ordered  the  administration  to  pass  the  seal 
in  the  name  of  Dorothy  Williams  —  the  sister  and  next  of  kin 
of  the  deceased. 

Note. — This  is  the  case  cited  as  Mrs.  Lewis*  case.  4  Burn's 
Ecc.  Law,  p.  51. 
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knowledge.  The  party  should  have  been  ready 
with  an  admissible  allegation ;  or  at  least  the 
Court  will  require,  before  It  over-rules  this  pro- 
test, that  such  facts  be  laid  before  It,  as,  if 
pleaded,  would  constitute  an  admissible  allega- 
tion. Dabbs  V.  Chisman.  Jennens  t;.  Beau- 
champ,  1  Phill.  158. 

Phillimore  and  Addams  contr^. 

The  general  principle  we  may  admit  to  be 
correctly  stated.     If,  for  instance,  a  will  had 
been  bond  fide  opposed  by  the  next  of  kin  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  insanity,  collusion,  or  force, 
and  established,  the  Court,  after  an  interval  of 
many  years,   during  which  the  sentence  had 
been  acquiesced  in,  would  not  be  inclined  to 
re-open  the  proceedings ;   but  great  hardships 
would  result,  if,  in  all  cases,  this  course  were 
pursued.     One  example  will  show  it.     Suppose 
a  party,  unadvisedly,  propounds  papers,  and  the 
allegation  is  rejected ;  could  such  a  proceeding 
be   conclusive    against    all  persons   interested 
under  those  papers  ?    We  adi^iit  that,  under  the 
circumstances,   the   allegation  offered   by  Mr. 
Cundy,  was  properly  rejected ;  but  we  contend 
that,  with  reference  to  the  facts  disclosed  in  our 
affidavits,  and  to  the  character  of  the  deceased, 
the  arguments  adduced  against  this  application 
are,  in  a  great  measure,  irrelevant  and  insuffi- 
cient.    The  two  papers  are  not  necessarily  con- 
nected :    the    principal    one    has  no   executor 
named  in  it.     Is  then  a  person,  so  much  inter- 
ested as  Mr.  Peter  Wood,  to  be  bound  and  pre- 
cluded by  what  has  already  passed  in  respect 
to  these  papers  ?  It  has  been  argued,  as  a  broad 
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proposition,  that  under  no  circumstances  (unless 
fraud  or  collusion  be  shown)  where  an  executor 
has  propounded  a  will,  can  another  party  come 
in,  and  revive  the  proceedings  ?  and  it  may  be 
generally  true,  that  lis  pendens  is  a  notice  to  all 
parties  interested  ;  yet  the  doctrine  of  this  Court 
has  never  been  that,  in  every  possible  case,  a 
party  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  an  asserted  exe- 
cutor. What  is  said  in  the  Civil  law  as  to  the 
pars  prtTunpalis  strongly  favours  our  case ;  for, 
by  the  Civil  law,  the  pars  principalis  means  the 
heir,  who  answers  to  our  next  of  kin.  In  the 
Court  of  Chancery  it  is  true  that  an  executor  re- 
presents all  parties,  because  it  has  been  previ- 
ously decided  here  who  is  to  represent  the  testa- 
tor. There  is  no  analogy  whatever  between 
matrimonial  and  testamentary  causes.  Sententia 
contra  matrinwnium  nunqnam  transit  inremjudi- 
catam  is  well  established  as  a  general  princi- 
ple ;  and  there  are  instances  where,  to  a  certain 
degree,  a  sentence  in  a  matrimonial  suit  may 
be  again  put  in  issue. 

Per  Curiam. 
In  the  case  of  a  voidable  marriage,  where  the 
parties  are  dead,  could  the  question  be  agitated 
incidentally  by  children?    I  am  not  aware  of 
any  case  where  that  has  been  allowed. 

Argument  resumed. 
In  Newell  and  King  v.  Weeks,(a)  the  princi- 
ple upon  which  we  rest  this  application  was  act- 
ed upon  by  the  Court ;  and  the  same  doctrine  has 
been  maintained  in  Jennens  v.  Beauchamp,(&) 
Braham  v.  Burchell,(r)  and  a  variety  of  ad- 

(a)  2  Phiil.  224.        (6)  1  Phill.  168.        (c)  8  Add.  243. 
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judged  cases.  No  precedent  has  been  brought 
forward  that  will  support  the  argument  on  the 
other  side.  Lewis  v.  Bulkeley  is  easily  distin- 
guishable ;  for,  in  that  case,  there  was  a  r^ular 
sentence  after  the  pleas  had  gone  to  proof.  The 
question  then  is  reduced  to  the  circumstances ; 
for  it  is  admitted  that  the  general  rule  is  open  to 
exception.  We  contend  that  Mr.  Peter  Wood 
was  not  cognizant  of  the  former  proceedings, 
and  that  enough  is  established  not  to  preclude 
him  from  being  allowed  to  plead  his  interest. 

Per  Curiam.    Is  he  a  party  in  distribution  ? 

Argument  resumed. 
Yes,  he  is.  If,  however,  the  Court  should 
prefer  that  this  matter,  as  to  the  protest  and 
bringing  in  of  the  administration,  should  be 
suspended  till  an  allegation  is  offered,  and  the 
Court  has  an  opportunity  of  judging  whether  it 
is  admissible,  we  see  no  objection  to  the  adop- 
tion of  that  course. 


Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

A  person  of  the  name  of  John  Medley  died 
on  the  12th  of  August  1827,  having  left  three 
sisters,  and  several  nephews  and  nieces,  entitled 
in  distribution.  After  his  death  two  papers,  de- 
scribed as  together  containing  his  will,  were 
propounded  by  Mr.  John  Cundy,  the  asserted 
executor :  they  were  opposed  ;  and,  an  allega- 
tion given  in  support  of  them  having  been  re- 
jected by  the  Court,(a)  administration  was  de- 

(a)  Cundy  v.  Medley,  supr^,  p.  140. 
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creed  to  two  of  the  deceased's  sisters.  The 
administration,  after  some  delay  occasioned  by 
a  caveat  having  been  entered  by  one  of  the 
nephews,  James  Riddel  Wood,  seems  to  have 
passed  the  seal  to  one  of  the  two  sisters  on 
the  28th  of  January ;  and  is  now  called  in 
by  a  process  dated  on  the  20th  of  March, 
and  taken  out  by  Peter  Wood,  another  nephew, 
and  a  residuary  legatee,  under  one  of  the 
papers.  An  appearance  has  been  given  there- 
to under  protest,  which,  having  been  ex- 
tended into  an  act  of  Court,  refers  to  a  variety 
of  opinions,  given  by  Counsel  of  this  bar,  re- 
specting the  validity  of  these  papers,  and  also 
enters  into  a  statement  of  certain  facts  and 
occurrences,  from  which,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is 
contended  that  Peter  Wood  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  again  to  propound  these  papers ;  and, 
on  the  other,  that  nothing  has  happened  to 
debar  him  from  that  right.  Though  the  opi- 
nions given  on  either  side  concur  that  the 
papers  are  of  no  validity,  yet,  as  Peter  Wood 
has  not  been  proved  to  have  consented  to  be 
bound  by  those  opinions,  and,  as  they  cannot 
therefore  be  decisive  of  the  present  question,  I 
shall  not  further  notice  them. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  Peter  Wood, 
either  as  a  matter  of  right  or  of  equitable  indul- 
gence, ought  to  be  permitted  to  set  up  the  va- 
lidity of  these  papers.  In  the  first  place,  two 
papers  are  propounded,  and  if  it  were  quite 
clear  that  Cundy  was  nominated  executor  of 
that  under  which  Peter  Wood  claims,  the  Court 
would  be  justified  in  holding  that,  as  appointee 
of  the  deceased,  Cuhdy's  act  (unless  collusion,  of 
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which  there  is  not  a  shadow  of  suspicicm»  could 
be  shown)  would  bind  all  persons  interested  under 
the  asserted  will :  because,  the  eixecutor  is  not 
to  be  considered  merely  as  the  pars  principal 
lisy  or  legithnus  contradictory  but  as  the  person 
especially  selected  by  the  deceased  to  carry  his 
wishes  into  effect.  But  how  does  the  fact  stand 
on  reference  to  the  instruments  themselves] 
[The  Court  here  described  the  papers.  Vide 
supr&,  pp.  140-2.  and  then  continued :] 

Now  Peter  Wodd's  claim  is  wholly  under  the 
first  instrument,  and  the  appointment  of  Cundy 
is  made  in  the  second  scrap  of  paper ;  and  it 
appears  from  both,  that  the  deceased  cleaiiy 
intended  to  appoint  more  executors  than  one. 
That  this  second  paper  has  any  reference  to  ot 
connexion  with  the  first,  non  constat;  and  un* 
less  that  connexion  is  established,  Mr.  Cundy 
would  not  be  the  legitimus  contradictor;  for 
he  would  not  be  the  executor  of  the  former 
paper,  under  which  alone,  as  I  have  said, 
Wood  is  interested.  True  it  is  that  the  de- 
cree extracted  by  Peter  Wood  calls  on  the 
administratrix  to  show  cause  why  Mr.  Cundy 
should  not  be  assigned  to  take  out  probate 
as  executor ;  but  that  is  the  mere  form  in  which 
he  has  been  recommended  to  extract  the  pro- 
cess, and  it  may  still  be  established  that  Mr. 
Cundy  is  not  the  executor.  Mr.  James  Riddel 
Wood,  who  furnished  information,  and  was  con- 
sulted respecting  the  former  suit,  and  was  cog- 
nizant of,  and  privy  to,  every  part  of  those  pro- 
ceedings, would  unquestionably  be  bound  by 
what  then  occurred  :  but  the  question  with  res- 
pect to  Peter  Wood  is,  whether  he  was  legally, 
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or  de  facto^  privy  to  the  suit  between  Cimdy 
and  the  Misses  Medley.    Not  legally,  because 
though  one  of  the  opinicms  recommended  that  a 
citation  against  all  persons  interested  under 
the  papers  should  be  taken  out,  that  course  was 
not  pursued ;  but  the  parties  thought  to  go  a 
shorter  way  to  work.     It  remains  then  for  him 
to  show  that  he  was  not  de  facto  privy.    If  the 
intervention  has  not  taken  place  at  the  earliest 
period,  I  should  hold  the  party  bound  by  the 
^t^  pendens;  and  as  there  was  no  reason  why 
he  should  have  intervened,  his  father  and  bro- 
ther being  both  on  the  spot,  I  should  not  consider 
his  bare  non-intervention  and  non-citation  suf- 
ficient grounds  to  justify  the  Court  in  permitting 
him  to  re-propound  these  papers,  unless  he  can 
also  show  that  he  was  de  facto  and  bond  fide  ig- 
norant that  there  was  a  suit  depending.     He 
does  not  state  when  he  was  informed  of  the  ac- 
tual lis  pendens.   There  is,  in  his  affidavit,  much 
room  for  mental  reservation.    The  Court  does 
not  exactly  arrive  at  what  is  his  meaning — he 
does  not  state  that  he  did  not  know,  at  the  time, 
of  his  uncle's  death — he  does  not  state  when, 
nor  under  what  circumstances,  information  of 
the  facts  on  which  he  now  relies  reached  him, 
nor  who  are  the  agents  from  whom  he  received 
that  information,  nor  what  the  facts  are,  so  that 
the  Court  might  judge  for  itself,  nor  does  he 
even  state,  that  they  have  been  laid  before 
Counsel  as  all  the  other  facts  have  been :  he 
says,  "  that  he  did  not  in  any  way  consent,  or 
"  make  himself  a  party  to  any  acts  done  by 
**  James  Riddel  Wood  or  John  William  Cundy, 
**'  either  during  the  dependance  of  the  said  pro- 
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^^  ceedings,  or  subsequent  thereto/'  but  I  rather 
collect  from  some  other  parts  of  the  affidayits,  that 
he  was  aware  of  the  proceedings.    Now  if  it  is 
quite  clear  that  Peter  Wood  did  know  there  was 
a  suit  pending,  and  chose  to  trust  the  protection 
of  his  interest  to  his  father,  to  his  brother,  or  to 
any  other  friend  or  adviser,  he  would  be  in 
strictness  perhaps  bound ;  still  as  the  Court  in 
its  discretion  exercises  a  degree  of  indulgence 
towards  parties  out  of  the  kingdom,  and  as 
what  appears  is  not  sufficient  quite  to  convince 
me  that  he  knew  what  was  going  forward,  I  do 
not  feel  imperatively  called  upon  to  uphold  the 
protest  without  allowing  a  further  opportunity 
of  establishing  his  claim  to  the  equitable  con- 
sideration of  the  G>urt.     I  shall  therefore  allow 
the  protest  to  stand  over  for  the  present,  and 
adopting  in  some  measure  a  suggestion  of  the 
learned  Counsel  who  spoke  last,  shall  permit 
Peter  Wood  to  bring  in  an  allegation ;  on  his 
making  an  affidavit,  showing  that  he  was  igno- 
rant of,  and  abroad  during  the  pendency  of,  the 
former  proceedings,  and  stating  the  time  when 
the  facts  relied  on  to  substantiate  the  validity 
of  these  papers,  first  came  to  his  knowledge : 
but  he  must  understand  that  he  does  this  at  the 
certain  peril  of  the  full  costs  of  calling  in  the 
administration,  if  he  should  ultimately  fail  in 
proving  these  papers  entitled  to  probate. 

The  allegation  might,  and  perhaps,  indeed, 
ought  to,  have  been  brought  in  this  day ;  but  I 
direct  it  to  be  brought  in  on  the  next  Court 
day.  Perhaps,  too,  if  Peter  Wood  had  not 
been  a  party  in  distribution,  the  Court  would 
have  required  from  him  a  security  for  costs. 
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On  Admission  of  the  Allegation.  tmm.^ 
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This  allegation  was,  in  substance,  as  follows : 

1.  "  That  John  Medley  died  on  the  12th  of  h."Sy 


Woop 

V. 

Mbolby. 

An  exeoaCoT 
pro- 


-•*  August  1827,  a  bachelor ;  leaving  Ann  and  ^^^yl^^ 
•**  Priscilla   Medley,    spinsters,   and    also  Su-  tJj^  ^  f^ 
"  sanna — wife  of  John  Frost — his  sisters  and  miius^tioD 
**  only  next  of  kin ;  and  together  with  several  S^IJISJaTIK" 
^*  nephews  and  nieces,  children  of  two  deceased  f^t^'J^JJ^  * 
"sisters — Mary,  wife  of    Beniamin  Jefford :  »>e  flowed  to 

"^  ^^  .       call  in  laoh  ad- 

"  and  Elizabeth,  wife  of  Peter  Wood,  the  only  minbtrmtioo,  in 
"  persons  entitled  in  distribution  to  his  personal  JooSd  thri^ 
"  estate  and  effects,  in  case  he  had  died  intes-  SJ^b^^!^ 
*'tate.    That  the  deceased  left  no  real  pro-  "■^^^ 
"  perty,  and  that  his  personal  estate  and  effects  show  bj  asda. 
"  consisted  of  £17,000  in  the  Funds."  hll^JLt  to"* 

2.  "  That  he  was  a  person  of  very  eccentric  w^^noj^Wf 

X  J     ^  smoe  the  rejeo- 

"  and  retired  habits  ;  extremely  penurious  and  uon  of  the  for. 

"  reserved  in  respect  to  his  affairs,  and  kept  up  iTwhich^Slwr ' 

*^  very  little  intercourse  with  any  of  his  rela-  JST^exwator*" 

"  tives ;  that  during  the  latter  years  of  his  life  '"^Jjj7fji^" 
"  he  resided  entirely  either  at  taverns  or  lodg-     An  aiiegatioii 

''  ings ;  and,  when  at  the  latter,  he  took  his  meals  t^o'3o'ith!!d 

"  almost  daily  at  some  neighbouring  tavern.*'  thTfwu^MiT*' 

3.  '^  That  he  for  many  years  previous  and  up  |:l*?Set?- 
"  to  the  time  of  his  death  allowed  to  his  sisters,  »e"e  prMonip- 

tion  of  law :  and 

"  Ann  and  Priscilla  Medley  the  yearly  sum  of  the  adminiatra- 
**  £80  each;  that  he  frequently  expressed  his  ed^nde/p^t 
"  intention  of  leaving  them  annuities  for  life  f^^^^  ^^^ 
"  only  (they  being   elderly  unmarried  ladies) 
^^  and  that  such  his  intentions  were  at  all  times 
"  known  to  the  said  two  sisters,  who  were  and 
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expressed  themselves  to  be  perfectly  satisfied 
therewith." 

4.  ''  That  for  many  years  and  till  his  death 
the  deceased  entertained  a  very  unfavourable 
opinion  of  the  conduct  of  John  Frost,  the 
husband  of  his  sister  Susanna,  in  consequence 
of  his  extravagant  habits  ;  and  the  deceased 
frequently  declared  that  the  said  John  Frost 
should  not  have  the  spending  of  any  of  his 
property." 

5.  ''  That  the  deceased  at  all  times  had  a 
great  affection  for  his  nephews  and  nieces 
(Jefford  and  Wood) ;  and  frequently  declared 
to  divers  persons  that  they  would  eventually 
come  in  for  all  his  property,  but  not  in  equal 
proportions,  as  he  intended  to  make  a  distinc- 
tion in  that  respect  in  favour  of  one  or  two  of 
them,  without  however,  at  such  time^  specify- 
ing which  one  or  two  in  particular." 

6.  "  That  in  October  1824  the  deceased 
wrote  No.  1 . ;  and  that  not  having  named  any 
executor  thereof,  he  did  some  time  afterwards, 
but  when  more  particularly  the  party  propo- 
nent is  unable  to  set  forth,  with  his  own  hand 
draw  up  No.  2.  That  the  said  paper  writings 
contain  together  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
the  deceased,  and  were  meant  and  intended 
by  him  to  operate  as  and  for  his  last  will  and 
testament.  And  that  by  such  last  mentioned 
paper  he  appointed  John  William  Cundy  sole 
executor  of  his  will." 

7.  ''This  article  pleaded  ^  the  handwriting  of 

the  testamentary  papers." 

8.  "  That  the  deceased  employed  Capel,  Cuer- 
tons  and  Cundy  as  his  Stockbrokers ;  that  he 
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placed  great  confidence  in  them,  (particularly 
in  J.  W.  Cundy,  his  executor);  and  that  he 
frequently  deposited  large  sums  of  money  in 
their  hands  which  they  held  as  his  bankers/' 
0.  ''  That  on  the  10th  of  September  1823  the 
deceased  took  up  his  residence  at  the  Princess 
Charlotte  Tayem,  at  which  he  wholly  lived 
until  July  1825,  when  he  quitted  in  conse- 
quence of  its  then  proprietor  retiring  from  the 
house.  That  during  such  his  residence  the 
deceased  became  much  attached  to,  and  took 
into  his  confidence,  George  Caines  the  prin- 
cipal waiter  in  the  tavern,  and  frequently 
expressed  himself  as  extremely  thankful  to 
Caines  for  his  kindness  and  attention,  espe- 
cially during  several  serious  attacks  of  illness. 
That  in  August  1826  the  deceased,  then  resi- 
dent in  Arundel  Street,  having  accidentally 
inet  Caines,  proposed  he  should  enter  into 
his  service  in  order  constantly  to  attend  upon 
him  and  accompany  him  in  his  walks ;  which 
Caines  did,  but  shortly  quitted  the  service 
from  a  want  of  suitable  accommodation." 
10.  "  That  in  the  latter  end  of  1824,  and 
whilst  the  deceased  was  living  at  the  Princess 
Charlotte,  he  being  very  unwell,  requested 
Caines  (as  he  had  firequently  done  on  former 
similar  occasions)  to  come  and  sit  with  him 
after  the  business  of  the  house  was  over, 
which  Caines  did,  and  remained  talking  with 
the  decased  foi^  a  considerable  time.  That 
the  deceased  who,  on  such  occasions,  was  and 
complained  of  being  unusually  ill,  stated  ex- 
pressly to  Caines,  *  that  happen  what  would 
to  him,  or  die  when  he  might,  he  had  made 
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his  will,  or  settled  his  affairs,  and  that  his 
mind  was  quite  easy  in  that  repect/  " 

11.  ''  That  in  the  beginning  of  June  1825  he 
informed  Caines  it  was  his  intention  to  go  for 
a  short  time  into  the  country,  as  he  found  his 

assured  him,  that  ^  in  the  event  of  any  thing 
happening  to  him,  (the  deceased)  his  will  was 
made,  and  his  affairs  finally  settled.'  " 

12.  "  That  he  for  many  years  previous  to  his 
death,  was  on  terms  of  the  greatest  intimacy 

and  confidence  with Edwards  Esquire ; 

that  during  the  last  two  years  of  his  life  they 
met  almost  daily  and  dined  together  at  the 
Constitution  Tavern.    That,  on  very  many  of 

those  occasions,  he  informed Edwards 

'  that  he  had  made  his  will,  and  thereby  even- 
tually bequeathed  all  his  property  to  his  ne- 
phews and  nieces,  but  that  one  or  two  of  them 
would  take  more  than  the  rest.'  " 

13.  "  That  in  the  latter  end  of  May  1827  the 
deceased  was  suddenly  taken  ill  and  deprived 
of  his  mental  faculties ;  and  that  in  conse- 
quence of  such  illness  the  said  Ann  and 
Priscilla  Medley  came  to  London ;  that, 
whilst  at  the  deceased's  lodgings,  they  wrote 
to  Mr.  Henry  Edwards,  a  Solicitor,  and  ac- 
quaintance, to  request  he  would  inunediately 
come  to  them  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  a 
power  of  attorney  to  be  executed  by  the  de- 
ceased for  receiving  his  dividends  at  the  Bank. 
That  Henry  Edwards  accordingly  attended  at 
the  deceased's  lodgings ;  and  that  on  such  oc- 
casion Ann  and  Priscilla  Medley  brought 
down,  from  the  deceased's  desk,  the  paper- 
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writings,  No.  1  and  2,  pleaded  as  aforesaid, 
and  requested  him  to  inform  them,  ^  whether 
it  was  a  legal  instrument  ?'     That  he  replied, 
*  they  were  imperfectly  executed,  and  recom- 
mended that  a  more  formal  instrument  should 
be  prepared.'    That  Ann  and  Priscilla  Med- 
ley well  knew  the  contents  of  the  said  papers, 
and  expressed  themselves  satisfied  that  such 
were  conformable  to  the  wishes  of  the  de- 
ceased;   and,    at    the  same  time  informed 
Henry  Edwards  that  should  the  deceased  be 
restored  to  a  proper  state  of  mind  they  would 
urge  or  recommend  him  formally  to  execute 
the  same,  or  to  make  such  or  a  similar  will. 
That  Henry  Edwards   again  saw  the  said 
paper- writings   on  the  following  day;    and 
that,  on  both  occasions,  they  were  pinned  to- 
gether.   That  the  deceased  continued,  until 
his  death,  in  a  state  both  of  body  and  mind 
which  totally  disqualified  him  from  attending 
to,  or  comprehending  his  afi'airs." 
14.  ''  That  the  said  papers,  when  taken  pos- 
session of  by  Ann  and  Priscilla  Medley,  were 
discovered  in  a  pocket  book  in  the  deceased's 
writing  desk,  wherein  all  his  papers  of  value 
and  his  securities  were  deposited:  that  the 
pocket  book  contained  two  receipts  signed  by 
the  deceased's  sister  Susanna  (now  Frost)  the 
one  dated   16th    December  1817  —  the  day 
previous  to  her  marriage — for  £487  10*.:  and 
the  other  for  £25.      Also  an  acknowledg- 
ment from  James  Wood,  a  nephew,  of  the  gift 
of  £800,  subject  to  5  percent,  interest  during 
the  deceased's  lifetime,  bearing  date  the  7th 
of  May  1827." 
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LMshingtoti  and  Nicholl  in  objection. 

The  party  still  peisists  in  propounding  No.  % 
and  probate  is  prayed  to  Cundy  exactly  as 
before:  but  the  only  ground  of  allowing  this 
cause  to  be  revived,  was  the  disconnexion  of  the 
two  papers;  yet,  throughout  this  allegation, 
recognitions,  custody,  finding,  are  pleaded  as 
applicable  to  both  :  all  facts  support  the  latter 
as  well  as  the  former.  The  expressions  of  in- 
tention go  no  further  than  the  papers  them- 
selves ;  and  it  has  already  been  decided  that  the 
papers  show  only  a  passing  intention,  d  fortiori 
then,  declarations,  which  are  much  weaker,  inas- 
much as  they  may  be  more  easily  misunderstood, 
and  more  easily  made.  The  affidavit  is  unsatis- 
factory. Wood  does  not  state  that  he  was 
abroad,  which  was  required  to  be  set  forth.  He 
says  that  the  proceedings  were  instituted  and 
conducted  without  his  knowledge,  but  he  does  not 
say  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  pendency  of  the 
suit.  It  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  affi- 
davit that  he  knew  there  was  a  suit,  though  he 
might  not  be  aware  of  the  parties  to  such  suit, 
nor  of  the  particular  steps  that  were  taken  in  it. 
[The  objections  taken  to  the  substance  of  the 
allegation  were  those  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.] 

Phillimore  and  Addams  contr^. 

The  paper  is  certainly  imperfect,  but  what  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  Court  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription ? — that  the  degree  of  proof  must  be  in 
proportion  to  the  imperfection  of  the  instru- 
ment :  it  may,  therefore,  be  more  or  less  difficult 
of  proof  according  to  the  circumstances.    This 
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paper  is  capable  of  being  sustained  by  extrinsic 
evid^Lce — by  the  answers  of  the  adverse  party ; 
and  by  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  who  are 
vouched  to  establish  the  allegation.  It  is,  in 
itselC  more  than  a  mere  inception  of  a  will; 
it  disposes  of  the  residue ;  and  the  heading  of 
it — ^'  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me 
"  John  Medley" — is  very  generally  ccmsidered 
and  adc^ted  as  tantamount  to  a  signature; 
Bum,  in  his  Ecclesiastical  Law,  and  Blackstone 
furnish  authorities  to  that  effect  (a) ;  and  if  it  is 
so  laid  down  in  respect  to  real  property,  h 
fortiori  it  may  easily  be  regarded  as  sufficient 
in  a  case  of  personalty  only ;  and  here  there 
can  be  no  doubt  as  to  jthe  fixed  and  final 
intentions  of  the  testator «  The  character  of  the 
deceased  was  eccentric,  and  that  may  account 
for  his  having  written  his  wiU  on  a  passport. 
The  affidavit  has  been  objectecl  to  as  not  suffi- 
cient; it  might  easily  have  been  drawn  more 
specifically,  and,  no  doubt,  it  would  have  been 
fully  borne  out  by  the  facts. 
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Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

I  am  not  clear  that  the  Court  ought  to  con- 
sider this  allegation  at  all ;  for  it  appears  that 
.the  papers,  which  are  now  brought  forward, 
have  been  before  propounded  by  Mr.  Cundy, 
who  then  was,  and  still  is,  alleged  to  be  the 
executor.  Generally  speaking,  a  legatee  is 
bound  by  the  act  of  the  executor,  and  perhaps 

(a)  See  4  Bum*s  Ecc.  Law,  p.  77.  (Tyrwhitt^s  edition),  and 
the  cases  there  cited:  and  2  Black.  Com.  p.  376.  (Coleridge's 
eAtioB.) 
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in  the  present  instance,  Mr.  Wood  might  more 
especially  be  held  bound,  because  in  the  fonner 
proceedings  Mr.  Cundy  was  assisted  by  another 
legatee— the  brother  of  the  present  party.  Thus 
the  executor,  who  primd/acie  is  to  be  considered 
the  pars  principalis  or  legitimus  contradictor^ 
having  failed  in  his  endeavours  to  establish 
these  papers,  another  legatee  could  not  be  al- 
lowed to  assert  their  validity  a  second  tune 
except  on  some  special  grounds :  I  say  "  ex- 
^^  cept  on  some  special  grounds,"  because  I 
do  not  mean  to  assert  that  an  executor  eveti, 
after  having  once  propounded  a  paper,  and  been 
unsuccessftil  in  showing  its  title  to  probate, 
would  in  all  possible  cases  be  barred  from  re-pro- 
poxmding  it,  on  proof,  that  since  its  former  rejec- 
tion, material  facts  had  come  to  his  knowledge. 

The  express  condition  then  (as  it  also  was  the 
principal  ground)  on  which  the  Court  permitted, 
in  this  case,  an  allegation  to  be  offered  before  It 
decided  on  the  protest,  was — that  it  should  be 
accompanied  by  an  affidavit  that. the  facts  were 
newly  discovered,  and  that  the  party  believed  he 
should  be  able  to  make  due  proof  of  them. 

The  affidavit  brought  in  however  is  extremely 
slight  and  loose,  and  does  not  at  all  satisfy  the 
exigency  of  the  case :  but,  passing  over  this 
preliminary  objection,  it  would  perhaps,  be 
more  satisfactory  to  the  party  if  I  proceeded  to 
consider  the  allegation.  In  so  doing,  the  Co^rt 
can  have  but  little  doubt  as  to  its  decision, 
more  particularly  as  It  must  bear  in  mind  that 
the  application,  being  special,  the  facts  to  sup- 
port it  must  be  special  also. 

The  averments   do  not,  in   substance,  differ 
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very  widely  from  those  contained  in  the  original 
allegation.  The  only  additional  circumstances 
which  could  possibly  be  esteemed  material,  or 
have  any  weight,  are  certain  declarations  made 
to  a  waiter  and  to  a  tavern  friend.  The  first 
eight  articles— besides  stating  the  number  of 
the  deceased's  relations,  the  amount  of  his  pro- 
perty, his  habits,  his  mode  of  life,  and  the  mak- 
ing and  handwriting  of  these  papers — plead  the 
state  of  his  afiections,  and  regard  for  the  dif- 
ferent parts  of  his  family ;  all  which  were  to  be 
inferred  from,  and  do  not  go  beyond,  the  papers 
themselves,  and  must,  I  presume,  have  been 
known  when  the  former  allegation  was  given 
in :  if  indeed  they  have  come  to  the  party's 
knowledge  since,  he  was  bound,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  they  are  ofiered,  to  have 
specified  the  time  and  place  at  which  he  be- 
came first  apprised  of  them. 

The  paper  itself  does  prove  what  his  testa- 
mentary intentions   were   at  the  time  it  was 
written,  and  is  evidence  of  the  disposition  then 
contemplated  :  it  is,  as  has  been  observed,  fairly 
written   and  contains  a  fiiU  disposition  of  his 
property,  but  it  is  not  without  some  •  erasures, 
and  there  is  a  blank  for  the  amount  of  his  an- 
nual income,  which  it  is  a  little  singular  he 
should  not  have  ascertained,  if  he  had  finally 
determined  that   this  dispositioti  should  take 
efiect.    It  is,  however,  pretty  fairly  written,  but 
it  is   not  subscribed:    it  is   said — that  is  not 
necessary;  and,  for  some  purposes,  that  may 
be  so :  but  where  there  is  no  subscription  there 
is  the  absence  of  one  of  the  strongest  proofs 
that  the  paper  is  finished,    and  that  is  the 
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reason  why  the  circumstance  always  has  effect 
in  this  Court.  The  paper  upon  its  face  is  not  a 
will,  but  a  writing  preparatory  to  a  will — a 
draft  to  be  copied :  it  is  written  on  the  back  of 
a  passport — whether  new  or  old  is  of  little  im- 
portance, but  it  does  certainly  appear  rather  of 
a  fair  colour.  It  is  hardly  credible — at  all 
CTents  it  is  highly  improbable — that  a  man, 
however  eccentric  or  however  penurious,  would 
choose  such  a  material  of  which  to  form  the 
very  instrument  that  he  intended  to  operate: 
the  presumption  would  be  strong  against  it  even 
if  more  finished.  It  must  be  considered  as  a 
preparatory  draft:  it  is  manifestly  imperfect: 
it  concludes  ^^  I  appoint  my  executors'*  and 
none  are  appointed :  this  is  most  decisive  that 
he  intended  to  do  more — that  he  proposed  to 
name  more  than  one  executor. 

Here  is  another  paper  —  a  little  scrap :  sap- 
posing  it  to  have  been  pinned  to  the  first,  what 
does  it  show,  but  that  he  intended  to  appoint 
executors,  of  whom  Mr.  Cxmdy  was  to  be  one : 
who  the  other  was  to  be,  the  deceased  was 
still  deliberating;  he  might  even  be  undecided 
about  Mr.  Cundy,  for  it  does  not  appear  that  he 
ever  spoke  to  Uiat  gentlemen  on  the  subject. 
I  cannot  consider  that  this  was  any  recognition 
of  the  first  paper,  amounting  to  proof  of  his 
having  finally  made  up  his  mind.  Hie  papers 
then  are  clearly  upon  tlie  face  of  them  un- 
finished, and  not  only  unfinished,  but  are  merely 
preparatory  to  some  other  instrument. 

The  rule  of  the  Court,  which  is  clearly  esta- 
blished, and  which  I  think  ought  to  be  most 
carefully  followed,  is,  that  where  an  instmment 
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is  unfinished,  you  must  account  for  its  state,       ^^^' 
either  by  showing  that  the  deceased  was  pre-      trinity 
Tented  from  completing,    or  by  showing  that    jra^iLISiB. 
he  had  abandoned  the  intention  of  finishing  it,       .^^ 
meaning  that  it  should  operate  in  that  yery  «• 

form,  without  any  further  act.  —  ' 

The  paper  No.  I .  is  dated  two  years  and  a  ^menUs'M- 
half  before  the  deceased's  death :  it  is  quite  ob-  fi"»»»«^'  >*• 

^  sUte  moit  be 

Tious,  therefore,  that  he  was  not  prevented  from  accounted  for ; 
finishing  it;  he  might  at  any  day  orhourdur-  bg ^mpie'ti^r 
ing  these  two  years  and  a  haJf  have  appointed  SJIt  ihl^dii^o- 
executors,  have  signed  it,  and,  if  he  wished,  f^'  •btndoning 

'  .  ^         »«i  1  I    his  iDlention  of 

have  had  it  attested.  That  he  was  prevented  finuhing  it. 
from  so  doing,  however,  is  not  the  case  set  up :  ntTiluitt^ 
but  it  comes  to  the  other  point,  that  he  did  not  Je"?".^!  *"^  ^"" 
mean  to  appoint  executors,  exc^t  as  by  paper 
No.  2.  but  intended  the  instruments  to  operate 
in  their  present  form.  Now  that  they  were 
found  in  his  pocket-book,  in  conjunction  with 
other  papers,  some  bearing  date  as  far  back  as 
1817,— some  as  recently  as  May  1827,  in  no 
way  accounts  for  liis  not  intending  to  give  them 
a  more  formal  and  complete  efiTect,  nor  affords 
any  ground  to  believe  that  he  wished,  meant,  or 
considered  them  to  he  operative,  and  to  take 
effect  as  his  final  will.  This  is  so  contradic- 
toiy  to  the  papen,  themselves,  and  so  highly 
improbable,  notwithstanding  his  eccentricity, 
thstt  nothing  short  of  the  most  positive  and 
direct  circumstances  would  be  sufficient  to  es- 
tablish that  such  was  his  intention. 

Hiese  declarations,  that  he  had  made  his 
will,  would  be  utterly  insufficient  and  extremely 
unsafe  grounds  on  which  to  proceed.  Decla- 
rations at  all  times,  unless  coupled  with  acts, 
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are  very  loose  and  dangerous  evidence — are 
liable  to  be  insincere — liable  to  be  misappre- 
hended— liable  to  be  misrepresented:  but  in 
this  case,  as  has  been  observed,  these  declara- 
tions do  not  apply,  and  have  no  direct  reference 
to  this  instrument  in  particular.  If  this  paper 
had  been  produced  to  his  friends  and  he  had 
said,  he  did  not  intend  to  appoint  executors, 
and  wished  this  instrument  in  its  present  form 
to  operate,  the  case  would  have  borne  a  different 
aspect ;  but  the  declarations  pleaded  might  as 
well  apply  to  some  other  instrument  which  the 
deceased  may  afterwards  have  thought  proper  to 
destroy.  The  first  declaration,  as  pleaded  in 
the  tenth  article  of  the  allegation,  was  made 
about  the  time  of  writing  the  paper, — that  is — 
three  or  four  years  ago :  and  on  this  the  Ck)urt 
is  asked  to  believe  that  the  deceased  had  finally 
settled  his  affairs.  The  other,  in  the  eleventh 
article,  is  pretty  much  to  the  same  effect.  The 
remaining  declarations  are  those  made  to  a  per- 
son of  the  name  of  Edwards,  of  whom  Mr.  Wood 
is  able  in  this  allegation,  to  set  forth  neither  the 
christian  name,  nor  residence.  This  declaration 
does  bear  a  reference  more  connected  with  the 
substance  of  this  paper,  but  it  does  not  identify 
it,  for  it  is  probable  enough  that  if  he  had  made 
a  will,  it  would  be  something  of  this  effect :  but 
it  would  be  unsafe  in  the  extreme  to  the  rights 
of  property,  and  to  the  interests  of  the  next  of 
kin  if  upon  these  general  declarations,  not  ap- 
plying to  a  particular  instrument,  and  made  to 
a  waiter  or  tavern  acquaintance,  the  presump- 
tions of  law  relating  to  an  instrument  so  mani- 
festly unfinished,  could  be  repelled. 
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The  other  circumstance,  the  impressions  of 
the  sisters  at  the  finding,  does  not  supply 
the  defects.  Even  supposing  the  affidavit  to 
have  been  completely  satisfactory,  that  the 
facts  were  noviter  perventa,  or,  putting  the  case 
still  more  favourably,  supposing  the  circum- 
stances had  been  laid  in  an  allegation  tendered 
immediately  after  the  deceased's  death — still 
this  plea  would  not  compose  a  case  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  instrument  propounded ;  and  I  am 
still  of  opinion  that  the  deceased  is  dead  in- 
testate. 

I  therefore  reject  the  allegation  and  allow  the 
protest. 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

3rd  Session. 

Wood 

9. 

Medley. 


LMshingtmi  prayed  that  Mr.  Wood  might  be 
condemned  in  costs. 


Per  Curiam. 
I  can  see  no  reason  why —  after  the  executor 
had  been  before  the  Court,  and  the  other  brother 
also  had  been  watching  the  proceedings — the 
administration  which  had  gone  out  should  have 
been  called  in.  No  affidavit  of  stringency  has 
been  laid  before  the  Court  to  justify  the  proceed- 
ings. If  the  case  had  been  brought  forward  at 
first,  the  expences  of  it  would,  as  in  the  original 
cause,  have  been  allowed  out  of  the  estate.  I 
do  not  think  that  I  can,  consistently  with  what 
is  due  to  the  rights  of  those  in  possession  of  an 
administration,  now  refus^  to  condemn  Mr. 
Wood  in  costs ;  but  I  leave  it  to  the  discretion  of 
the  other  parties  to  decide  whether  they  think  fit 
to  press  for  ttiem. 

Allegation  rejected  with  costs. 
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Term,  This  was  a  caiMe  (promoted  hj  Carter  Imtper, 

— !°^'  an  executor  in  a  will  dated  the  9th  of  April 
^rh'^llbg"!  1824)  of  bringing  into  and  leaving  in  the  re- 
^uei^Md  8^®*^  ^'  *^^  Prerogative  Court,  certain  letters 
alio  ander  her  of  administration  (with  the  will,  dated  the  19th 
ntde^a'wuu  '  of  Octobcr,  1824,  annexed)  of  the  effects  of  Ann 
^th  ",?.^^rcu  Branen  (wife  of  George  Branen)  deceased,  here- 
2^er ''^  aii^  tofore  granted,  (with  the  husband's  consent)  by 
every  other  thc  authorfty  of  this  CouTt,  to  Elizabeth  Hitch, 
^7^ij,  mtZ  spinster,  the  sole  executrix ;  and  of  showing 
wi!n"^f!r«i  c^^^^  ^^7  th^  administration  should  not  be 
refocttorj       rcvokcd,  and  probate   granted  to  her,  limited 

eUase ;  the  _  '  _  ^  _    ^^  .       i  .    i        i         , 

Court  of  Pro-  Only  to  thc  estate  and  effects  of  which  the  de- 
ft geori^  SdmL  ceased  had  power  to  dispose  by  virtue  of  her 
the*ut*te?  mm  ^lothcr's,  Ann  Jordis',  second  codicil,  (and  which 
•nnexcd.butnot  ghe  had  by  her  said  will  disposed  of  accord- 
again8t  the  for-  ingly )  or  uudcr  such  limitations  as  the  Court 
ittoTbeCoartof  niight  appoiut ;  and  of  proving  in  solemn  form 
deTde^whetblr  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  bearing  date  the  9th  of  April 

the  former  will     1824. 

Tokcd?  ^  "'  On  the  part  of  Draper,  an  allegation  consist- 
ing of  seven  articles  was  given  in.  The  first 
pleaded  in  substance  as  follows  :-t- 

1 .  That  Ann  Branen  died  on  the  30th  of  Au- 
gust, 1825,  without  issue,  leaving  her  husband; 
Elizabeth  Lee,  spinster,  her  sister,  and  Mary — 
(wife  of  George  Wilson) — formerly  RreemaB, 
her  niece — the  only  persons  who  wcmld  have 
been  entitled  to  her  personal  estate  in  ease  she 
had  died  intestate  and  unmarried. 
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3.  That  by  a  settlement,  dated  the  20th  of 
Octob^  1817,made between  Ann  Jordis,  widow ; 
her  daughtOT,  Ann  Branen  (the  deceased) ;  and 
dirers  trustees,  it  was  witnessed  that  certain 
stock  should  bcL  held  in  trust  for  Mrs*  Branen, 
during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use  indepen- 
dent of  her  husband :  and  from  and  after  her 
decease  upon  further  trust  for  her  issue;  but 
if  no  issue,  then  subject  to  her  appointment 
by  will  for  any  person  other  than  her  husband ; 
and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  or  of  a 
complete  disposition  of  the  trust  money,  then  as 
to  such  part  thereof,  to  which  such  direction, 
limitation  or  appointment  should  not  extend, 
upon  trust  for  the  next  of  kin,  who  should  be 
then  liTing,  of  Ann  Jordis ;  to  be  divided  be- 
tween them  according  to  the  statutes  of  distri- 
bution. 

3.  That  Ann  Jordis  duly  executed  her  will 
with  two  codicils;  and  by  the  second  codicil 
dated  the  24th  of  December,  1817;  after  recit* 
ing  a  certain  disposition  of  h^  property  under 
her  will,  revoked  the  bequest,  and  directed  in 
case  Mrs.  Branen  died  without  issue,  that  the 
same  should  be  subject,  but  in  exclusion  of  her 
husband,  to  her  appointment  by  will,  notwith- 
standing coverture.  This  article  further  pleaded 
the  death  of  Ann  Jordis  in  the  lifetime  of 
her  daughter,  without  having  altered  or  re- 
voked this  codicil,  and  that  probate  of  the  said 
will  and  codicils  had  been  granted  by  this 
Court. 

4.  That  the  wiU,  pleaded  on  behalf  of  Carter 
Draper,  was  duly  made  and  executed  by  Ami 


lasa 

TiiaiiTY 
Tbim, 

Mtk  JUIM. 
I>RAPIE 
HiTOB. 
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Branen  in  exercise  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers 
and  authorities  vested  in  her  as  ahready  set 
forth  in  the  second  and  third  articles. 

5.  '^  That  Ann  Branen,  some  time  after  the 
execution  of  her  said  will  (as  pleaded  in  the  next 
preceding  article)  did  under  the  advice  of  her 
husband  consent  to  i:evoke  the  disposition  which 
she  had  made  by  it,  so  far  as  respected  the  be- 
quest to  her  under  her  mother's  second  codicil, 
and  to  make  a  further  appointment '  thereof ; 
that  the  Conveyancer,  to  whom  instructions 
were  delivered  to  prepare  a  will  therefrom,  not 
being  aware  that  the  deceased  was  empowered 
to  dispose  of  any  other  property  besides  that 
bequeathed  to  her  by  her  mother's  codicil,  in- 
serted in  the  will  of  the  19th  of  October,  1824, 
a  clause,  that  the  deceased  did  thereby  levcke 
and  make  void  all  former  wills  by  her  made;  (a) 
that  she  did  unwittingly  execute  the  said  will 
without  understanding  the  effect  of  the  clause, 
and  without  having  any  intention  to  revoke  the 
disposition  which  she  had  made  by  her  former 
will,  save  and  except  so  far  as  respected  the 
property  which  she  was  authorized  to  dispose 


(a)  The  will,  after  reciting  the  second  codicil  of  Mrs.  Jordis* 
willy  contained  these  passages:  —  ''Now  in  pursuance  and 
**  exercise  of  the  power  and  authority  given  to  or  vested  in  me 
''  in  and  by  the  said  codicil,  and  of  all  and  every  other  power 
**  and  authority  powers  and  authorities  whatsoever  enabling  me 
''  in  this  behalf  I  do  by  this  my  last  will  and  testament"  &c. 
&c.  "  and  I  do  hereby  nominate,  constitute  and  appoint  the 
"  said  Elizabeth  Hitch  sole  executrix  of  this  my  will,  and  I  do 
**  hereby  revoke  all  former  and  other  wills  by  me  at  any  time 
*'  heretofore  made  and  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  tes- 
*'  tament/' 


PREROGATIVE    COURT    OF    CANTERBURY. 


677 


of  under  the  second  codicil  to  the  will  of  Ann 
Jordis  deceased."  (a) 

Dodsouy — for  Mrs.  Hitch,  the  executrix. 

Lfishifigton  and  AddamSy  for  Miss  Lee  and 
Mrs.  Wilson,  the  next  of  kin  of  Ann  Jordis,  on 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Branen. 


1828. 

Teiritt 

TSEM, 
SOth 


Drapbe 

o. 
Hitch. 


The  King's  Advocate  and  Phillimore  for  Mr. 
Draper. 


(a)  This  allegatioa  was  debated  on  the  7th  of  May :  and,  on 
the  part  of  Miss  Lee  and  Mrs.  Wilson,  the  1st,  Snd,  3rd,  4th, 
and  6th  articles  were  admitted;  except  as  to  the  1st  article 
they  stated,  that  Elizabeth  Lee  was  the  lawiiil  aitti#,  and 
not  the  sister;  and  that  Mary  Wilson  was  the  {sousin-germmn, 
and  not  the  niece  of  the  deceased.  The  fifth  article  alone  was 
opposed. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  on  the  face  of  this 
will  such  an  ambiguity  as  opened  the  door  to  parol  eridence ; 
and  —  considering  that  it  was  made  under  a  power  by  a  mar- 
ried woman,  and  prepared  through  the  immediate  agency  of 
her  husband  and  without  her  haying  direct  communication  with 
the  conveyancer — allowed  the  allegation  to  go  to  proof,  re- 
serving  all  questions. 

Allegation  admitted. 


In  the  Court  of 
Probate  an  am- 
btgaitj  on  the 
face  of  a  paper 
astothe/actem.* 
e.  g,  whether  a 
revocatory 
daoM  was  in- 
tended  to  ope- 
rate as  a  gene- 
ral or  onl  J  at  a 
partial  revoca- 
tion lets  in  parol 
evidence. 
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^ToU^         Judgment. 

SSth  J 


HtTCH. 


Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Dbapee 

j^._  When  the  allegation  in  this  case  was  admitted, 

the  Court  did  not  in  the  slightest  degree  intend 
Idmiiriooof^l.  to  depart  from  the  principles  recognized  in 
rcoart^omo.  ^^^y  Bath's  case :  (a)  yiz.  that  in  order  to 
bate,  to  explain  justify  the  admission  of  parol  evidence  to  ex- 
TpwthrfJamm  plain  an  ambiguity  upon  the  factum  oi  an 
men?,thl*^-  iustrumeut,  the  ambiguity  must  be  cm  the 
bigaitjmaat      foce  of  thc  papcr :    and  further,  the  facts  al- 

be  00  the  face      i,,*^  ii 

of  the  paper;  Icgcd  aud  to  bc  provcd,  must  completely  re- 
be  proTed  matt  moYC  that  ambiguity.  The  Court  therefore  cau- 
«o"?2tt^aI^I  tiously  reserved  all  questions,  and  said,  with  re- 
biguitj.  ference  to  the  asserted  ambiguity,  that  it  would 

be  more  satisfSeM^tory  to  have  the  evidence 
laid  before  It.  I  am  very  glad  ^at  I  took 
that  course ;  because,  as  far  as  the  Court 
can  rely  on  the  evidence,  it  was  decidedly  the 
intention  of  the  deceased  to  revoke  the  former 
will:  whether  the  instrument,  which  purports 
to  be  her  last  will  and  testament,  will  have  that 
effect  and  will  give  Mrs.  Hitch  all  the  property, 
it  is  not  for  this  Court  to  decide. 

What  are  the  circumstances  ?  The  deceased 
and  her  husband  go  to  the  office  of  Mr.  Chapman, 
a  conveyancer,  near  Chancery  Lane :  he  is  out  of 
town ;  but  the  husband  introduces  Mrs.  Branen, 
as  his  wife,  to  one  of  the  clerks  who  was  well 
known  to  him.  The  clerk  receives  the  in- 
structions, admitted  to  be  in  the  handwriting 

(a)  Fawcett  v.  Jones  and  Pulteney,  8  Phill.  434. 
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of  Mrs.  Branen,  and  which  are  of  the  following 
tenor:  — 

^'  In  the  name  of  Grod  Amen — I  Anne  Branen 
''  of  24  Canterbury  Place  Lambeth  being  in 
perfect  health  sound  mind  memory  and  Un* 
derstanding  Do  make  and  publish  this  as 
and  for  my  last  Will  and  Testament  In  man- 
ner following.  I  give  devise  and  Bequeath 
unto  my  friend  Eliz^  Hitch  of  John  Street 
Islington  her  Heirs  Exor»  Admors.  and  As- 
"  signs  for  ever  all  my  Property  of  whatsoever 
**  nature  or  kind  it  may  be  In  the  Publick 
''  Funds  or  elsewhere  and  all  my  goods  Chat- 
'^tels  Moneys  and  Estate  whatsoever  and 
*^  wheresoever  whereto  I  am  entitled  either  at 
'^  Law  or  equity  And  I  do  hereby  revoke  all 
former  Wills  by  me  at  any  time  heretofore 
made  Declaring  this  to  be  my  last  Will  and 
'^  Testament  And  I  do  hereby  appoint  the  said 
'^  Elizabeth  Hitch  Sole  Executrix  of  this  my 
"  Will. 

*'  Ann  Branen/' 


C( 


« 


1S38. 

TaiHITT 

Term, 

•vfn  Jqm« 

DftAPER 
V. 

Hircii. 


Nothing  can  be  more  clear  and  distinct  than 
that,  by  this  instrument,  she  did  intend  to  re- 
voke the  former  will,  and  to  give  to  Mrs.  Hitch 
the  whole  of  that  property  over  which  she  had 
a  power  of  disposal. 

Myers,  the  clerk,  has  been  examined;  and 
he  says ;  **  When  he  had  looked  at  the  instruc- 
"  tions,  he  observed,  ^  that  Mrs.  Branen  being 
**  a  married  woman,  she  could  not  make  a  will ;' 
''  whereupon  Mr.  Branen  said  to  his  wife, '  you 
**  have  a  power  to  do  so,'  which  she  acquiescing 
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'*  in,  he  added,  *  you  must  give  it  to  me."  De- 
"  ponent  said ;  it  would  be  necessary  for  Mr. 
"  Chapman  to  have  the  power.  That  in  a  few 
*'  days  the  husband  called  and  left  with  depo- 
''  nent  a  copy  of  the  vdll  and  codicils  of  a  Mrs. 
'*  Jordis,  by  which  Mrs.  Branen  was  enabled  to 
"  make  a  will." 

The  copy  of  the  will  and  codicils  of  Mrs. 
Jordis  then  are  only  produced  to  satisfy  Myers' 
demand :  no  allusion  is  originally  made  to  them 
as  the  authority  under  which  this  will  is  to  be 
executed  :  so  that  the  case  stands  as  if  the  in- 
structions had  been  given  without  reference  to 
any  particular  instrument,  and  for  no  other  pos- 
sible intention,  but  with  a  view  both  to  a 
general  disposition,  and  to  a  general  revocation. 

In  the  course  of  these  communications  with 
the  conveyancer's  clerk,  no  mention  is  made  that 
Mrs.  Branen  had  executed  a  former  will ;  but 
from  the  written  instructions,  and  from  Mrs. 
Jordis'  second  codicil,  a  draft  is  prepared, 
which  is  given  to  Branen,  who,  after  some 
days  returns  it,  and  says  his  wife  had  ap- 
proved of  it,  and  would  call  and  execute  the  will 
when  it  was  ready.  At  the  execution,  the  clerk 
says :  "  he  read  the  whole  contents  of  the  will 
"  over  to  Mrs.  Branen,  including  the  clause  of 
"  revocation,  and  that  no  observation  was  made 
"  upon  it;"  and  on  an  interrogatory  he  states  : 
"  that  nothing  passed  to  lead  him  to  believe, 
"  either  previous  to  the  execution,  or  in  aliusion 
"  to  the  will,  dated  the  19th  of  October,  1824, 
"  that  it  was,  at  that  time,  the  intention  of  the 
**  testatrix  to  make  a  will  limited  in  its  opera- 
"  tion  to  part  only  of  the  property  over  which 


Draper 
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"  she  had  a  disposing  power ;  but  on  the  con-       ^^^Q- 
**  trary,  he  firmly  believes  that  she  fully  in-      trinity 
**  tended  it  to  be  her  last  and  only  will,  and  to     smT  jaoe. 
"  operate  over  all  her  property." 

How  can  this  Court  say  that  here  is  such  an  _  ». 
ambiguity,  as  will  authorize  It  to  set  aside  the 
revocatory  clause  ?  It  is  bound  to  confirm  the 
general  grant.  What  may  be  the  decision  of 
other  Courts,  to  which  the  construction  of  the 
due  execution  of  such  powers  properly  belongs, 
I  cannot  undertake  to  say.  It  will  appear  upon 
the  face  of  the  papers  that  the  revocatory  in- 
strument does  not  specifically  refer  to  the  power 
under  which  the  former  will  was  made.(a)  On 
the  effect  of  that  circumstance  I  do  not  de- 
cide. This  Court  will  be  governed  by  the  ordi- 
nary principles  of  testamentary  law  and  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  in  the  absence 
of  any  clear  authority  establishing  a  different 
rule  applicable  to  this  case. 

I  therefore  direct  the  general  administration 
with  the  latter  will  annexed  to  be  delivered  out, 
but  I  do  not  pronounce  against  the  former  will. 

(a)  By  the  former  will,  viz.  thftt  of  the  9th  of  April,  1824, 
Mrs.  Branen  disposed  of  the  property  under  the  settlement,  as 
well  as  under  her  mother*s  codicil ;  but  the  will  only  recited 
generally — ''  Whereas  I  am  enabled,  notwithstanding  my 
**  coverture,  to  dispose  of  my  property  by  will  I  do  here- 
by," &c.  For  the  revocatory  clause  in  the  will  of  October, 
1824,  see  ante,  p.  677,  note  (a). 
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1828.  IN   THE   GOODS   OP   SARAH    BLAKELOCK. 


Trinity 

Term, 

4th  SestioD. 


On  Motion, 


The  exeeoton  Sarah  Blakeloce,  late  o(  Chapel  AUerton  in 
thJd2^)^'t  the  parish  of  Leeds,  by  virtue  of  her  marriage 
u^t^Ldibu.  settlement  made  her  will,  aad  thereof  af^intoi 
trmtioa, with  the  her  husbaiid  aad  John  Charlesworth  executors: 

WUl  of  •  BIT- 

ried  woouui  an.  she  also  appointed  five  residuary  l^atees. 

der  •  power  an- 
Bexed,  gjMited 

uX^^"^  The  King's  Advocate,  after  statmg  that  the 
''*»•«  u  J*"""  executors  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased, 
made  «t  York ;  aud  'the  fivc  rcsiduary  legatees  had  beai  ad- 
!Li^?.T^  who  mitted  joint  administrators,  with  the  will  an- 
to 'a  iit^'lf "  nexed,  by  the  Court  at  York,  the  forum  domicilii 
chtocerj.         of  the  doceascd,  and  were  parties  to  a  suit  in 

Chancery,  moved,  under  the  circumstances,  for 
a  limited  administration  to  the  same  parties, 
though  it  was  contrary  to  the  ordinary  prac- 
tice of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury  to 
join  more  than  three  in  an  Administration, 

Motion  granted. 
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LOTON   V.    LOTON.  1828. 


Trinity 

Term, 

4tb  SeMioD. 


On  Motion. 


John  Loton,  late  of  Acton  Beauchamp,  in  a  DioceMo  ad- 

-  ^  nunifltration  ob- 

the  county  of  Worcester,  died  in  July  1827,  a  tamed  bj  one 
bachelor,    without  parent,  and  intestate.     On  Jl^oildtob^ 
the  31st  of  August  his  brother  John  took  out  J"^^^ 
letters  of  administration  in  the  Consistorial  and  ^d  raid  on  the 
Episcopal  Court  of  Worcester ;  and  on  the  26th  SbJJnext  of  kin 
of  April  1828,  administration  of  the  deceased's  ZIx^^t^v^- 
effects  was  granted  by  the  Prerogative  Court  {Jo^'lhTDir' 
of  Canterbury  to  Edward  Loton,  another  bro-  ««•«  adminu- 
ther :  and  at  his  instance,  a  decree  had  issued  penonaiij  cited 
from  this  Court,  which  after  setting  forth,  "  that  "ii^'toJilf  "^ 
"  the  deceased  had,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  c»«>^"y. 
<^  goods  chattels  and  credits  in  divers  dioceses 
**'  or  peculiar  jurisdictions  sufficient  to  found  the 
"jurisdiction  of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Can- 
**  terbury,  cited  John  Loton  to  bring  into  and 
**  leave  in  the  registry  of  this  Court  the  pre- 
"  tended  letters  of  administration  which  had 
*'  been  granted  to  him ;  and  to  show  cause  why 
"  the  same  should  not  be  declared  null  and 
"  void,  as  having  been  unduly  obtained." 

This  decree  was  personally  served  on   the 
fifth  of  June,  and  on  this  day,  at  the  motion  of 

VOL.  I.  z  z 
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Dodsan^  the  Court  desired  the  diocesan  admi- 
nistration to  be  brought  in,  and  pronounced  it 
null  and  void. 

Motion  granted,  (a) 


(a)  This  moiioD  had  been  preidously  made  on  the  third 
sion ;  but,  od  the  statement  of  the  defendant's  Proctor,  that  the 
Stamp  Office  inyariably  requires  both  administrations  to  be 
produced  before  it  will  restore  the  duty  on  an  erroneous  gnmty 
and  that  it  will  not  make  the  allowance  upon  a  certificate  from 
the  Registrars  of  the  Prerogatire  Court ;  the  Court  permitted  the 
motion  to  stand  over,  in  order  that  the  Prerogatire  administra- 
tor might  be  applied  to  for  the  use  of  his  administration  to  en- 
able the  defendant  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  stamp  on  the 
Diocesan  grant.  The  Prerogative  administrator,  hoiwcm,  le- 
fused  to  accede  to  die  defendant's  appliqat^. 


sa 


990! 


PEDDLE   V.    EVANS. 


On  Motion. 


Tb«  Court  will 
not  direct  the 
Depatj-Regis- 
trar  to  allow  the 
solicitor  of  a 
party,  who  has 
a  new  proctor, 
to  be  present  at 
the  examination, 
bj  consent,  of 
the  bill  of  costs 
of  his  former 
proctor:  sach 
an  attendance 
being  onnsaal 
and  unnecessary 
to  the  purposes 
of  JQstioe. 

Bills  of  costs 
between  a  proc* 


Lee  moved ;  referring  to  the  2  Geo.  2.  c.  23. 
§.  10.  21.  23.  (a) ;  to  the  case  of  Gamett  v.  Fer- 
rand,  6  B.  &  C.  611.;  and  to  the  134th,  136th, 
137th  Canons. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  nature  of  the  present  applicati<m  seems 
to  be  totally  misapprehended  by  all  the  parties 
concerned  in  it.     Here  is  no  suit  depending; 

(a)  This  statute  "  for  the  better  regulation  of  Attomies  and 
''  Solicitors/'  is  explained  by  12  Geo.  2.  c.  U.  and  made  per- 
petual by  30  Geo.  2.  c.  19.  s.  76. 
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here  are  no  parties  amenable  to  the  Court.  The       ^Q^Q- 
application  is,  that  the  Court  shall  direct  the      trimty 
Deputy-Registrar  to  allow  a  Solicitor  employed    40,^18*^011. 
by  Mr.  Peddle  to  attend  the  taxation  (as  it  is      p~  ^ 
called)  of  his  own  Proctor's  bill.     It  is  a  matter         «. 
ex  gratid  to  allow  a  bill  of  costs  between  Proc-        _- ' 
tor  and  Client  to  be  examined  by  the  ofl&cer  of  12*21? Smm^ 
the  Court :  this  Court  cannot  enforce  the  pay-  fi»*S?*«?*^*^' 

x^    -^       the  Eodeaasti- 

ment  of  any  one  item,  nor  has  It  a  nght  to  take  «ai  coon  bMuo 

/v*  11*11  1  T^i_  jariadiotioo  over 

oft  and  disallow  any  one  charge:    It  has  no  them— the ex«. 
jurisdiction  in  respect  to  the  payment,  and  if  It  SJu  *iJ"  ^'(i^** 
attempted  to  exercise  any,  Courts  of  Common  ^"[['J^J 
Law  would  interfere  by  prohibition.     For  what  ooMent  ud «« 
is  the  case?     A  suit  was  depending  in  this  Either i^ju 
Court,  described  Peddle  v.  Evans:  in  Trinity  l^^^t. 
Term  1824,  sentence  was  given ;  an  appeal  was 
prosecuted  to  the  Delegates ;  the  sentence  was 
affirmed,  and  the  cause  remitted(a)  :  each  party 
had  to  pay  his  own  costs,  except  that,  on  some 
intermediate  step  in  the    Delegates,    Peddle 
was  condemned  in  costs :   thus  the  suit  was 
ended.  Some  question  has  since  arisen  between 
Peddle  and  his  own  Proctor  as  to  the  amount  of 
the   Proctor's    charges.      This    Court    cannot 
decide  that  question.    The  Proctor,  if  his  bill 
still  remains   unliquidated,   must  sue  for  the 
amount    at    Common   Law:    if    the    bill  has 
been   already   paid,    the  party.  Peddle,  must 
also  proceed  in  the  Temporal  Courts  to  re- 
cover back    any   overcharge.      This  Court,  I 

(a)  Deleg.  20th  May,  1826.     The  Judges  were— 


Mr.  Baron  Hullock, 
Mr.  Justice  Littledale, 
Mr.  Justice  Gaselee, 


Dr.  Arnold, 
Dr.  Stoddart, 
Dr.  Phillimore, 
Dr.  Pickard. 

Z  z2 


Evans. 
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^Q28.       again  repeat,  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever  to 

Trinity      compcl  payment  between  a  Proctor  and  his 

4JiL^in.     Client.(a) 

Peddle  Where  a  party  is  condemned  in  costs  to  the 

V'^^       other  party,  and  it  is  a  question  between  party 

and  party,  this  Court  can  then  enforce  the  pay- 

^*c^"cM    inent  of  such  costs ;  and  accordingly  It  refers 

enforce  the  p«j.  the  matter  to  the  Deputy-Registrar  for  his  exa- 

ment  of  cosU,  ,  tr      */  ^ 

wkere  one  part  J  miuatiou ;  thc  Dcputy- Registrar,  after  hearing 
in  ^su!  to  the  the  Parties  or  their  Proctors  on  both  sides,  re- 
^^•uch'^t.  ports  the  amount  to  the  Judge  in  open  Court, 
•re  then  uxed    ^jjo  Himsclf — uulcss  ouc,  or  both  of  the  par- 

bj  the  Jndge,  ,  ,  .  / , 

inopenconrt,  tics,  prays  to  bc  heard  on  his,  or  their,  petition 
tik»  De^at^-R^-  iu  objoctiou  to  thc  Dcputy- Registrar's  report — 
tedbjliuin '^^  taxes  the  bill  at  that  amount :  then  whether  the 
from  either  par-  party  is  liable  to  costs  and  to  what  extent,  when 

condemned,  forms  a  portion  of  the  suit  between 
the  two  parties  ;  but  costs  between  either  Party 
and  his  own  Proctor  do  not  stand  on  the  same 
footing :  they  are  no  part  of  the  suit,  nor  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  But  if  it  is  intended 
to  sue  for  the  costs  at  law,  or  if  any  dispute  arises, 
on  the  application  of  either  party,  the  Court  will, 
in  aid  of  justice,  allow  the  bill  to  be  taxed,  or— 
more  properly  speaking — looked  over  and  exa- 
mined by  the  Deputy-Registrar ;  for,  in  that 
case,  he  makes  no  report  to  the  Court.  The  Proc- 
tor will  then  better  know  what  to  sue  for,  and  the 
client  what  to  tender,  as  the  proper  amount  of 
compensation :  it  is  a  matter  of  convenience  to 
all  parties. 


(a)  Gifford's  Case,  1.  Salk.  333.  Davies  v.  Williams, 
Buiib.  170.  Pollard  v.  Gerard,  Ld.  Raym.  703.  Johnson  v. 
Lee,  5  Mod.  240. 
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To  proceed  then  to  the  present  case.    There       i^^Q- 

seems  to  have  arisen  a  dispute  between  Peddle  trimty 

and  his  own  Proctor  as  to  the  amount  of  his  4th^|e,rioi». 

bill.    The  Proctor  consents  to  refer  his  bill  to  „ — 

Peddle 

the  Deputy-Registrar :  the  Deputy-Registrar  is  «. 

ready  to  undertake  the  trouble  in  the  usual 
way.    The  Court  and  the  Deputy-Registrar  do 
this  for  the  guidance  of  the  parties  rather  than 
strictly  as  a  part  of  their  duty  in  administering 
the  functions  of  this  Court :  for,  as  before  stated, 
the  Court  has  really  no  authority  to  allow  or  to 
disallow,  nor  the  Deputy-Registrar  to  report;  nor 
is  either  party  legally  bound  by  such  report.     It 
is  rather  a  business  in  earner d  than  in  curid — 
it  is  a  mere  private  voluntary  reference.     I  do 
not  say,  that  in  an  attempt  At  gross  extortion  wheo  a  pwtj 
by  a  Proctor  against  a  client,  the  Court  (upon  JJSit  of  j^m 
a   regular  complaint  in    proper  form  by  the  pr^torthe**** 
client)  has  not  such  an  authority  over  one  of  its  coart  m«j  poa- 
Practitioners,  as  for  such  an  act,  to  correct  the  by  mittl^o^ 
Practitioner  by  suspension,  or  otherwise,  as  the  *>'' *»**»«^»«- 
justice  of  the  case  might  require  (a) ;  but  that  is 
not  the  shape  of  the  present  application:  the 
present  application  is  only  that  the  Deputy- 
Registrar  may  be  directed  to  permit  a  Solicitor's 
attendance  at,  what  is  improperly  termed,  the 
taxation.     The  Proctor  is  willing  to  have  his 


(a)  In  the  goods  of  Gillart,  on  complaint  that  a  proctor's        Prerog. 


« 


charge  for  a  de  bonis  non  administration,  was  exorbitant,  the 
bill  was  referred  to  the  Deputy-Registrars  for  examination; 
and,  on  their  report,  that  £10  14s.  8d.  had  been  taken  off  from 
a  charge  of  £19  14s.  4d.  the  proctor  was  directed  to  attend 
in  Court  and  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  suspended ;  and 
Uie  Judge  having  heard  his  explanation,  suspended  him  for  a 
year. 


182S. 

19th  March. 
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bill  examined  by  the  Deputy-Registrar.  The 
Deputy-Registrar  is  ready  to  undertake  the 
duty  ;  but  the  Party  desires  that  this  examina- 
tion may  be  conducted  in  an  unusual  and  un- 
precedented way:  he  has  a  Proctor — a  new 
Proctor — to  attend  the  examination — but  he 
insists  diat  his  Solicitor  may  also  attend.  All 
the  Deputy-Registrars  say,  that  this  is  unusmi, 
and  they  dedine  adopting  this  noirel  course. 

This  Court  knows  nothing  of  a  Solicitoir  in  a 
cause — he  has  no  more  right  to  appear  or  to  do 
any  act  in  a  cause  in  these  Courts,  than  a  Prec- 
tor  has  in  Courts  of  Common  Law  or  of  Equity. 
The  Solicitor  has  no  more  to  do  with  the  exami- 
nation of  the  items  of  a  bill  than  any  other 
stranger  or  witness.  The  Deputy-Registrar  is 
only  to  hear  a  Party  or  his  Proctor.  And  whra 
acts  of  Parliament  are  quoted,  to  show  that 
Attorneys  of  one  Court  may  practise  in  anodier 
Court,  or  that  other  persons,  besides  the  par- 
ties, may  attend  at  taxation ;  it  should  be  re- 
membered that  these  acts  apply  only  to  the 
Courts  in  Westminster  Hall,  and  that  the  very 
enactments  show  that  it  was  an  accorded  privi- 
lege, and  not  of  common  right. 

I  think  the  Deputy-Registrar,  therefore,  act- 
ing in  concurrence  with  the  other  two  Deputy- 
Registrars,  did  what  he  had  a  right  to  do  in  not 
admitting  this  claim,  and  in  refusing  to  set  up 
such  a  precedent. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  Solicitor  is  also 
Mr.  Peddle's  witness  :  but  then  he  must  be  con- 
tent to  be  treated  as  any  other  witness:  he 
must  give  his  evidence  by  making  his  affidavit ; 
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he  is  only  to  be  heard  upon  oath ;  he  may 
put  his  Proctor  in  possession  of  all  facts  and 
objections,  and  if  the  Proctor  wants  proof  of 
fects  he  may  consult  the  Solicitor,  and  get  his 
affidavit.  It  is  further  said  that  Peddle's  igno- 
rance, and  that  his  Proctor's  delicacy  towards 
the  former  Proctor,  would  prevent  the  charges 
being  thoroughly  sifted.  As  to  the  former,  the 
question  is  merely  one  of  facts,  whether  such 
and  such  business  has  been  done,  as  to  which 
the  Solicitor  might  make  an  affidavit;  or  of 
figures,  to  which  surely  Peddle,  an  exciseman, 
is  not  incompetent ;  and  as  to  the  Proctor's  de- 
licacy, this  Court  trusts  that  no  Proctor  would 
be  prevented  from  the  discharge  of  such  a  duty 
to  his  client  by  delicacy  towards  any  member 
of  the  profession. 

The  new  Proctor  has  allowed  his  Party  and 
the  Attorney  to  make  a  long  affidavit,  going 
into  much  extraneous  matter,  and  has  put  his 
client  to  much  unnecessary  expence.(a)  No  costs 
have  thereby  however  been  occasioned  to  any 
other  person,  otherwise  I  might  give  the  costs 

(a)  The  Court  refused  to  allow  the  affidavit  to  be  read  in 
open  Court,  as  it  contained  irrelevant  and  improper  matter.  The 
Judge,  however,  stated,  that  he  had  read  it  himself,  and  said^ 
that  the  Counsel  might  make  use  of  such  parts  of  it  as  were 
limited  to  the  real  question  before  the  Court :  viz.  whether  the 
Deputy-Registrar  was  justified  in  refusing  to  permit  a  Solicitor's 
attendance  at  taxation. 

In  Le  Heup,  ex  parte,  18  Ves.  223.  the  Lord  Chancellor 
said  :  ''  No  doubt  is  expressed  at  the  Bar  npon  the  jurisdiction 
**  to  direct  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  inquire  into  alleged 
**  scandal  in  an  affidavit,  filed  in  the  Court  and  oflPered  to  the 
**  Master;  whether  read  or  not  I  am  not  informed.  I  have 
''  reason  to  believe  that  in  my  own  decision,  exparie  Simpson, 
"  and  so  in  lunacy,  I  am  sanctioned  by  precedents  of  Lord 


1828. 

Trinity 

Term, 

4tb  SeuioD. 

Peddle 

V. 

EVANB. 


« 


Where  affidt- 
TiU  ooDtain  ir- 
relevant matter, 
the  Court  will 
not  allow  them 
to  be  read,  but 
what  18  relevan 
maj  be  taken 
read. 
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of  the  present  application,  i^ainst  the  party 
making  it,  or  against  the  Proctor  framing  and 
tendering  such  an  affidavit,  (a) 

On  the  whole  the  party  must  be  content  to 
have  his  bill  examined  in  die  usual  mode :  it  is 
not  a  case  where  die  Court  is  warranted  in 
deviating  from  the  established  practice  and  in 
setting  up  a  new  rule,  by  compelling  the  De- 
puty-Registrar to  admit  the  Solicitor.  I  there- 
fore reject  the  application. 

Motion  refused. 


Bj-IHy. 


Sir  John  Nicholl. 
Before  the  regular  business  of  the  day  is  en- 


The  Coort  will 

ex  pi^fl'moUoD  tcied  upou,  I  wish  first  to  dispose  of  a  matter 

ftod  on  ftffidft- 
▼iU,  ft  oftse 
where  offences 
ftre  charged  and 
pnnishmeDt 


prajed. 


•Y*> 


that  has  been  brought  under  my  notice.  A 
paper  has  been  sent  into  the  Registry  and  thence 
transmitted  to  the  Judge;  and  it  is  entitled 
"  Peddle  v.  Evans.  In  the  goods  of  Evan 
"  Evans  deceased."  There  is  no  such  cause 
outstanding.  Evans,  at  all  events,  is  in  no  way 
before  the  Court.  A  Proctor  has  no  right  to 
send  in  a  motion  in  a  cause  not  existing.  This 
paper  is  accompanied  by  an  affidavit,  attested 
by  the  same  Proctor.  I  have  read  that  affidavit 
as  I  read  the  former  affidavit ;  but  I  shall  not 

'*  Hardwicke;  but  without  that  authority,  I  should  have 
**  thought  it  right  to  make  the  precedent." 

In  exparte  Simpson,  15  Ves.  476.  the  affidayits  were  ordered 
to  be  taken  off  the  file  as  irrelevant  and  scandalous  with  costs 
against  the  Attorney.     See  also  Anonymous,  3  V.  &  B.  93. 

(a)  See  the  case  of  the  Frederick  Hearn,  1  Haggard's  Admi- 
ralty Reports,  225. 
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permit  it  to  be  read  in  Court;  because  I  will 
not  allow  the  Court  to  be  made  a  vehicle  of 
publishing  unfounded  imputations  upon  its  offi- 
cers or  practitioners.  An  application  is  now 
made  which  is  extremely  irregular.  I  must 
censure  the  Proctor  for  having  made  it.  A  Proc- 
tor is  not  to  make  an  application  merely  because 
a  dissatisfied  suitor  and  his  solicitor  desire  it : 
the  Proctor  is  responsible  — he  owes  a  duty  to 
the  Court,  to  his  profession,  and  to  his  own  cha- 
racter. If  censure  will  not  stop  him  and  he 
again  repeats  such  an  improper  application,  the 
Court  must  resort  to  stronger  means  — viz.  sus- 
pension. 

I  have  read  the  case ;  and  the  motion,  in  my 
judgment,  is  not  fit  to  be  made  :  for  which  opi- 
nion I  will  assign  my  reasons  publicly.  The 
case  suggests  charges  of  offences  and  prays 
punishment :  viz.  *'  that  the  principal  Regis- 
"  trars  may  be  suspended  as  well  as  the  Depu- 
"  ty-Registrars  for  their  offences  [as  set  forth  in 
^^  the  affidavit]  and  that  fit  persons  may  be  ap- 
"  pointed  to  tax  the  bills  of  Proctors  for  the  time 
''  to  come ;  and  that  the  said  Registrars  or  their 
^'  deputies  be  condemned  in  the  costs  of  this  ap- 
"  plication."  If  these  persons  have  been  guilty 
of  any  offences,  for  which  they  are  liable  to 
punishment,  it  is  not  by  an  e^  parte  motion,  on 
affidavits,  that  they  are  to  be  proceeded  against : 
such  a  step  would  be  an  act  of  gross  injustice. 
This  application  is  so  irregular,  that,  if  granted, 
it  would^  I  conceive,  infer  malice  in  the  Court, 
and  render  It  liable  to  an  action,  even  though 
acting  judicially.  At  present  I  only  consider 
this  motion  as  a  pretext  for  making  attacks  on 
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ike  officers  of  the  Court.  I  have  no  difficulty 
for  these  reasons  m  refara[ig  to  hear  the  motion 
argued  by  counsel.  If  the  Court  is  wrong  the 
party  must  seek  his  remedy  elsewhere ;  but  I 
will  not  allow  the  regular  business  of  the  suitors 
to  be  interrupted  by  such  a  matter. 

Let  the  Deputy-Registrar  call  the  first  cause. 


oat 


Bd- 


IN    THE    GOODS   OF    MARY  KEANE. 


On  Motion. 


^ « 


AdmiiiittrmtivD  The  King's  Advocttte  moved — "  that  admi- 
SJfc^wJTn^ibe  "  nistration  be  granted  to  the  Rev.  Charles  Ed- 
reoaDoUtioii  of  «  muud  Kcauc,  the  nephew,  upon  the  renuncia- 
brother.tid  *  "  tion  of  Beujamiu  Keane  (his  father)  the  bro- 
Jj'5,n!(^li^.  "  ther,  and  only  next  of  kin  of  Mary  Keane  the 

"  intestate."  The  nephew  had  no  interest;  yet 
to  whom  else  could  the  grant  be  decreed  ?  the 
deceased's  brother — the  sole  next  of  kin — 
had  waived  his  right ;  and  being  resident  with- 
in the  Province,  it  could  not  pass  for  his  use 
and  benefit,  to  his  attorney. 


Per  Curiam. 
Let  the  administration  issue  in  the  terms  of 
the  motion. 

Motion  granted. 


-rrrr 


SSSK 
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VALLANCE    V.    VALLANCE    AND    OTHERS.  i828. 


On  Motion. 


Trinity 

Term, 

Bj-Dajr. 


William  Vallance,  late  of  Bermondsey,  The  original  wai 
Surrey,  died  in  October,  1 814 ;  he  left  a  widow  S^'^pyb^. 
and  eight  children,  the  only  persons  entitled  in  *•»<>?» •ii«»«t^ 
distribution  in  caae  of  his  intestacy.  with  the  wiu 

In  the  beginning  of  October,  1814,  the  de-  affiJuTiOa"*" 
ceased — in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  his  J^ "t^e  5id^l!!* 
wife :  of  one  of  his  four  younser  children :  and  Mweootnxaiid 

'  *f  ^         ^  ^  retidoary  lega- 

of  two  other  persons-  -dictated  his  last  will  to  tee  for  life  <« 
his  medical  attendant,  who  immediately  com-  uoi5™ilLii" 
mitted  the  same  to  writing,  and  then  read  it  over  ^wtw^ha*?- 
to  the  deceased,  when  it  was  didy  executed.         *"*^r"  vS'. 
By   this  will,    after  bequeathing  a  suit  of  two  other  chii. 
mourning  to  his  eldest  son,  he  left  the  residue  to/ab^? 
of  his  estate  and  effects  to  his  widow  for  life,  «««dbjaier. 

'    Tice  on  tbe 

and  upon  her  death,  in  equal  proportions,  to  his  »o«iy  e»- 
four  younger  children.  He  appointed  his  widow  ^e^in^five 
and  John  Hosier  executors.  oo.«^Dtiog. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  testator  his  widow  de- 
livered the  will  to  Mr.  Hosier ;  but,  in  his  life- 
time, on  account  of  the  embarrassed  state  of  the 
deceased's  affairs,  no  steps  were  taken  to  prove 
it.  Mrs.  Vallance  was  now  anxious  to  take 
probate;  she  had  recently  been  informed  that 
the  sum  of  £112,  to  which  her  late  husband  was 
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entitled,  might  be  recovered ;  and  liad  applied 
to  the  Solicitor  of  the  representative  of  the  late 
Mr.  Hosier  for  the  will ;  but  it  could  not  be 
found ;  there  was  no  copy  in  existence  ;  and  the 
attesting  witnesses  were  dead. 

Upon  an  affidavit  of  these  circumstances,  a 
decree  with  intimation  had  issued  against  the 
children,  to  show  cause  why  probate  of  the  sub- 
stance of  this  will,  as  contained  in  the  affidavit, 
should  not  be  granted,  under  the  usual  limita- 
tions, to  the  lawful  relict  and  executrix.  This 
decree  was  personally  served  on  the  eldest  son ; 
it  was  also  affixed  to  the  Royal  Exchange,  as 
two  of  the  children  were  minors  and  abroad. 

A  proxy  of  consent  had  been  signed  by  all 
the  children  in  England,  except  the  eldest  son ; 
and  Phillimore  now  moved  that  probate  should 
pass  according  to  the  decree. 


Per  Curiam. 
It  would  be  dangerous  to  decree  this  probate 
merely  on  the  affidavit  of  interested  parties 
without  requiring  security ;  —  but  the  Court 
sees  no  objection  to  the  grant  of  an  administra- 
tion with  the  will,  as  contained  in  the  affidavit, 
annexed,  limited  until  the  original  is  produced ; 
provided  the  widow  gives  justifying  security. 

Limited  administration  decreed. 
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IN    THE    GOODS   OF    JAMES   THOMAS. 


1828. 


Trihity 

On  Motion.  By-iJly. 


Jambs  Thomas  died  on  the  13th  of  January,  !„  orderto  the 
1828;  and  left    a  widow  and  seven  children.  p»tofp«>- 
By  a  testamentary  paper  he  appointed  his  wife  form,  or  u  u- 
universal  legatee — sole  executrix — and  guar-  thew  mart'bl', 
dian  of  his  children  during  their  minorities.  He  Jl^'^J^^tlch  • 
left  no  real  estate;  and  the  personal  property  2*2*5'^***^^" 
did  not  exceed  £160.     Of  this  instrument,  as  tioni  would  m- 
the  last  will  of  the  deceased,  Pickard  moved  for  pw,  „^  .^a. 
probate.  JUr^x-"- 

preM,  (torn 
■n        ry       '  "^  ptrtief  IB- 

Per  Curiam.  ttfttd. 

This  paper,  in  the  deceased's  own  hand- 
writing, giving  every  thing  to  the  wife,  is  writ- 
ten on  a  small  octavo  half-sheet ;  and  begins  in 
a  formal  manner — "This  is  the  last  will  and 
**  testament  of  me  James  Thomas  of  Topsham  : " 
it  is  signed,  has  an  attestation  clause,  but  no 
subscribing  witnesses ;  and  the  paper  concludes 
in  these  terms  — "  In  witness  whereof  I  have 
"  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  this,"  &c. 
There  is,  however,  no  seal,  nor  date ;  though  it 
is  clear  that  the  deceased  intended  there  should 
be  both ;  as  well  as  that  the  paper  should  be 
witnessed:  it  therefore  is  unfinished.  An  at- 
tempt is  now  made  to  take  probate  of  this  in- 
strument simply  on  affidavits.  What  do  they 
establish?     Challis — a  neighbour  of  the  de- 
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^^^'       ceased,  and  in  habits  of  intimacy  with  him  — 

Trinity      savs  **  that   he,  somc  time   about  the  end  of 

By-Daj.      **  OctobcT,  1827,  in  speaking  with  the  deceased 

In  thTgoods  **  about  wiUs,  informed  him,  that  as  he  had  no 

op^        i«  freehold  property,  there  could  be  no  occasion 

Thomas.     "  for  any  witnesses  to  his  will:"  this  then  takes 

place  three  months  before  the  death  of  Tt^omas, 

and,  according  to  the  wife's  account,  before  the 

paper  was  written.    The  remainder  of  this  affi- 

dayit  is  made  jointly  with  Pledge,  and  is  merely 

to  handwriting.     The  other  affidavit  is  sworn 

by  the  wife — a  party  greatly  interested :  she 

says  ^^  that  the  will  was  written  by  the  deceased 

*^  on  the  30th  of  December  while  he  was  con- 

''  fined  to  his  bed-room ;  that  he  gave  it  to  her 

^'  to  ready  when  she  requested  him  to  send  for 

"  two  witnesses,  and  that  he  replied — *  Challis 

"  had  told  him  no  witnesses  were  required,'  that 

**  the  deceased  then  signed  the  paper  and  put 

"  it  into  his  desk:"  she  further  says — "  that  on 

''  the  day  before  he  died  he  lamented  to  her  that 

"  his  will  was  not  witnessed,  but  trusted  from 

^'  what  Challis  had  told  him,  that  it  would  do  as 

"  it  was." 

This  is  a  dangerous  affidavit :  the  party  is  in- 
terested; the  paper  perhaps  was  written  to 
please  the  wife  ;  the  Court  cannot  exclude  the 
children  on  her  evidence :  There  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  regular  demands  of  the 
Court,  viz.  first,  affidavits  stating  such  a  case 
as  if  proved  by  depositions  would  establish 
the  paper;  and  secondly,  consent  implied  or 
express  from    all    parties   interested :  (a)    here 

(a)  Vide  **  In  the  goods   of  Heme,"  ante  225  ;  and  "  In 
^  the  goods  of  Hurrill,"  ante  253. 
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no  consent  can  be  given  for  the  minor  chil-       ^^^' 
dren ;  and  if  the  Court  were  to  grant  probate,      trinity 
the  executrix  would  give  no  security  ;  and  the      b^d^j. 
children  would  be  entirely  at  her  mercy :  while  ^^  thTgoods 
if  the  deceased  were  held  to  be  dead  intestate       ^ «' 

JAME9 

administration  might  be  granted  to  the  widow,      thoma^. 
and  she  would  then  give  security. 

Motion  refused. 


BIBH 


TALBOT   V.    ANDREWS. 


On  Motion. 


Robert  Andrews  died  in  January,  1828,  in-  AdmioutnUoo 
testate :  he  left  an  only  daughter,  solely  en-  S^tditor, « d^ 
titled  to  his  personal  estate.  SIIuon7?atb5f" 

A  decree  having  been  personally  served  upon  "•"•^ '"  *•*• 

o  r  J  r  name  of  ftDOtber. 

her,  to  show  cause  why  administration  should 
not  be  granted  to  Mr.  Talbot,  a  creditor ;  it  was 
discovered,  that  it  would  be  of  no  avail  for  hitn  to 
take  the  grant,  as  he  was  already  party  to  a  suit  in 
which  an  appearance  for  the  administrator  of  An- 
drews' estate  was  required.  In  consequence  of 
this,  an  affidavit  of  debt  was  made  by  Robert 
Kipling,  another  creditor  of  the  deceased's  es- 
tate ;  and  Pickard  referring  to  "  Maidman  v. 
"  all  persons  in  general,''(a)  moved  for  admi- 
nistration to  be  granted,  on  the  original  decree, 
to  Mr.  Kipling. 

Motion  granted. 

(a)  1  Phill.  51.    See  also  Law  v.  Campbell,  suprji,  p.  66. 
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"'■"•'•  On  Motion. 
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The,  Govt  will  The  deceased  died  on  the  4th  of  June,  1828, 
J^Tp'lfutolf  ^  widower — leaving  fourteen  cousins-gennan 
•aimperfeotiw.  Uy^Q  abroad)  his  sole  next  of  kin.    A  testamen- 

per  uiuMi  all        ^  ^ 

imutUm  intorett.  tary  papcT,  in  his  own  hand- writing,  dated  the 
bg^  dtS°*    19A  of  April,  1828,  was  found  at  his  death  :  by 

this  paper  he  had  appointed  Elizabeth  Smith, 
(his  niece  by  marriage,  and  who  resided  with 
him)  and  Isaac  Hanson — executors  :  they  were 
also  the  only  legatees,  and  there  was  no  dispo- 
sition of  the  residue.  This  paper  was  signed, 
but  there  were  no  signatures  to  the  attestation 
clause. 

Curteis  moved  for  probate,  upon  the  affi- 
davits of  the  executors,  and  of  Mr.  Goddard 
— a  solicitor  —  that  the  deceased  was  igno- 
rant of  the  eflfect  of  an  attestation  clause ;  and 
that  he  expressed,  to  the  latest  day  of  his  life,  an 
anxiety  that  his  will  should  take  eflFect.  An- 
nexed to  the  affidavits  was  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Goddard  to  the  deceased,  informing  him  that, 
in  a  will  merely  of  personal  property,  subscrib- 
ing witnesses  were  not  absolutely  required. 

Per  Curiam. 
Here  is  a  slight   presumption    against   this 
paper  which  it  is  necessary  to  remove  :  the  affi- 
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davits,  however,  show  fully  that  the  deceased  i^*^^- 

intended  it  to  operate  without  being  attested,  trinity 

having  been  infonned  that  no  witnesses  were  By^i. 

necessary.     But  these  affidavits  are  made  by  ,,  ^—^^^^ 

parties  interested,  and  there  is  no  proxy  of  con-  op 

sent,  nor  notice  to  the  next  of  kin ;    and  the  Edwards. 
Court  cannot  depart  from  the  rule,  that  when 
appMcation  for  a  probate  is  made  on  ex  parte 
affidavits,  all  parties  interested  must  be  con- 


senting or  cited. 


Motion  to  stand  over. 


Note. — On  the  second  session  of  Michaelmas 
term,  no  appearance  being  given  to  a  decree 
duly  served  in  respect  to  the  next  of  kin,  who 
were  abroad ;  and  a  proxy  of  consent,  from  the 
next  of  kin  who  were  in  England,  being  exhi- 
bited ;  the  Court  granted  the  probate. 

Motion  granted. 


SKEFFINGTON    V.    WHITE. 


On  Petition. 


Lushington  and   Addams,   on  behalf  of  Sir  where  tdmi- 
Lumley  Skeffington.  t^^^'T 

1791,  on  the 
■y^  reoonoittioD 

Dodson  and  Haggard^  contra.  of  the  next 

VOL.  I.  3  a 
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1828. 


Trinity  JUDGMENT. 

b^-d!!j.  Sir  John  Nicholl. 

„    —  This  is  a  very  long  petition  going  into  a  va- 

Skeffington  J  or'  o        o 

V.         riety  of  details  and  accompanied  by  numerous 

White  a  •^ 

—  ■  affidavits,  though  a  few  only  of  the  circumstance^ 
d[tI^";bo'di^"  and  dates  are  sufficient  for  the  decisioa^the 
wlfe^^tiil***"  present  question.  The  facts  are  these : — "^ 
gnmtwtf  uken  Thomas  Hubbcrt  died  a  bachelor  in  August 
1827,  ud^en  1 790,  nearly  forty  years  ago,  leaving  two  sisters 
t^tilSTumuiSd  solely  entitled  in  distribution :  they  renounced, 
towruiniewe-  and  probuWy  had  very  good  reasons  for  such 
tnd  jriDted  at  rcnuuciation ;  and  in  Febniary  1791,  adminis- 
ont  ciuog  the  tratiou  was  decreed  to  Alexander  Hubbert,  his 
rTOidnee"of*°  partucr,  as  a  creditor.  Alexander  administered 
th«  persons  in    the  ostatc  for  slxtceu  years  till  his  death  in 

potieuiooof  ^  It. 

•nob  property,  1806."    aud,   as  was   truly  stated,   the    sisters 

WM  in  Febru-  •i^^i  i_  •  j^i  j»» 

arj,  1828.  call-  might  theii  huvc  comc  m  and  taken  admmis- 
p?efenut^t  Tf  tratiou  de  bonis  nan :  but  they  did  not ;  and  from 
the  next  of  kin ;  that  time  uutil  last  year,  no  further  representa- 

snch  represcn-        .  *'  * 

tative  held  bar-  tioii  was  takcu  out.  llic  dcceascd  s  estate,  1 
cLomltan^cps!^  liave  cveiy  reason  to  be  satisfied,  was  insolvent; 
"rslrlltor^t^il  ^^^  ^'  appears  that  the  administrator  entered 
appeared  under  into  a  composition  witli  thc  crcditors,  who  agreed 
missed  with       to  takc  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound.     As  an 

additional  circumstance  it  should  also  be  re- 
membered, that  during  the  lifetime  of  Alexander 
Hubbert,  no  account  was  called  for  by  the  sis- 
ters, who  were  entitled  to  the  surplus,  if  any 
surphis  remained. 

The  deceased  was  possessed  of  some  lease- 
hold property  at  Bermondsey.  The  beneficial 
interest  in  these  leases  passed  through  several 
hands  by  arrangements  and  mortgages  ;  but  it 
is  not  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  present 
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question  to  trace  out  all  the  different  transfers,       ib28. 
nor  is  this  Court  competent  to  decide  in  whom      trinity 
the  title  to  these  premises,  legal  or  equitable,  is      b^^^j, 
vested :  but  the  property  having  been  sold  by   g^^— ^ton 
auction  a  little  time  ago,  the  purchaser  (under         v, 
the  difficulties  arising  from  the  modem  system         ''™' 
of  conveyancing)  insisted  that  it  was  necessary, 
in  order  to  make  a  good  title,  that  the  deeds 
should  be  executed  by  the  personal  represen- 
tative of  Thomas  Hubbert,  who  had  died  thirty- 
seven  years  before,  in  1 790 :  Alexander  Hub- 
bert, the  creditor  administrator,  having  also  been 
dead  twenty-one  years.     It  was  at  length  as- 
certained that  Sir  Lumley  Skeffington,  as  the 
son  of  one  of  the  sisters,  was  the  next  of  kin, 
and  entitled  to  the  grant  of   administration. 
Application  was  made  to  him  to  facilitate  the 
business,  either  by  taking  out  a  general,  or  a 
limited,  administration. 

Sir  Lumley,  who  was  in  distressed  circum- 
stances,  referred  the  parties  to  his  attorney,  who 
expressly  stipulated  that  his  bill  should  be  paid 
by  the  sellers,  and  not  by  Sir  Lumley  Skeffing- 
ton.    All  the  documents  were  laid  before  the 
attorney ;  and  a  very  long  correspondence  took 
place  between  the  two  solicitors ;  nor  am  I  com- 
petent to  decide  which  was  right,  or  which  was 
wrong;   but  considerable  difficulties  were,   as 
appears,  raised  to  this  consent.  An  account  was 
required  of  Alexander's  disbursements  and  ad- 
ministration, though  I  cannot  but  think  that 
Sir  Lumley  Skeffington's  solicitor  ought  to  have 
been  satisfied  that  the  deceased's  estate  must 
have  been  insolvent.    The  negociation,  however; 
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1B28.  failed,  and  the  sellers  were  left  to  their  remedy. 

Trinity.  They,  accordingly,  applied  to  this  Court  for  a 

Bjilti.  S^^^^  ^^  their  nominee,  Mr.  White,  of  adminis- 

„    —  tration  de  bonis  non.  limited  to  these  premises  at 

SKEFFINGTON       __  _  -r«*^  ^  t        •      • 

V.  Berniondsey.  In  March  1827,  the  administra- 
tion limited  as  prayed  was  granted.  In  De- 
cember 1827,  the  interests  were  assigned^  the 
deeds  were  executed ;  and  the  conveyance  was 
completed :  and  it  was  not  till  the  end  of  Hilary 
term  1828  that  a  decree  was  taken  out  against 
White  to  bring  in  this  administration ;  to  show 
cause  why  it  should  not  be  revoked,  and  a 
general  administration  granted  to  Sir  Lumley 
Skeffington.  White  appeared  under  protest, 
and  stating  that,  under  the  circumstances,  he 
was  not  bound  to  bring  in  the  administration, 
prayed  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Taking  all  that  has  occurred  into  my  con- 
sideration, I  think  there  is  not  suflSicient  ground 
of  irrej^ularity,  either  as  to  the  want  of  title  in 
the  parties,  or  in  the  neglect  of  citing  or  serving 
Sir  Lumley  Skeffington  with  a  process  "  to  ac- 
**  cept  or  refuse,"  to  induce  the  Court  to  take 
the  grant  out  of  Mr.  White's  hands,  and  to  de- 
cree a  general  administration  to  Sir  Lumley 
Skeffington.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  citation 
under  the  circumstances  was  not  necessary; 
but  that  he  was  barred  by  time,  by  events,  and 
by  his  own  laches. 

What  are  the  periods  to  which  the  Court 
must  look  ?  First,  at  the  original  grant :  those 
entitled  to  the  administration,  renounced  ;  and 
though  that  does  not,  in  ordinary  cases,  bar 
next  of  kin  who,  on  the  expiration  of  such  a 


SKErFINOTON 

White. 
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grant,  may  come  in  and  claim ;  yet  they  did  not       1S28. 
apply  on  the  death  of  the  creditor  administrator,      trinity 
who  lived  sixteen  years.   It  is  not  suggested  that      b^!^"^. 
there  was  any  surplus,  or  that  the  next  of  kin  ever 
set  up  any  interest  or  demanded  any  account : 
and  the  composition  with  the  creditors,  the  in- 
cumbrances on  the  estate  by  mortgage  and  by 
annuity,   besides  other  circumstances,  do  not 
leave  the  slightest  reason  to  suspect  that  there 
was  a  surplus. 

What  is  the  next  period?  The  creditor  ad- 
ministrator dies  in  1806,  and  for  twenty  years 
and  upwards,  no  application  is  made  for  a  re- 
presentation. This  lapse  of  years  is  tanta- 
mount to  a  fresh  renunciation.  Time  must 
operate  as  a  bar,  or  the  business  of  the  world 
could  not  proceed.  Looking  to  all  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  do  think  the  Court  was  fully 
warranted  in  granting  the  limited  administra- 
tion without  citing  the  next  of  kin,  for  that 
creates  an  additional  expence.  I  do  not  enter 
into  the  circumstances  minutely — the  strong 
fact  is,  that  for  twenty  years  there  was 
no  application  for  a  de  bonis  grant :  and  after 
such  an  interval,  a  specious  title  even  would 
form  a  ground  for  a  limited  administration.  If 
it  was  now  clear  that  the  administration  had 
been  obtained  surreptitiously,  or  for  fraudulent 
purposes,  the  Court  would  have,  and  would 
exercise,  the  power  of  revoking  it :  but  the  facts 
prove  directly  the  reverse. 

Application  was  made  to  Sir  Lumley  Skef- 
fington  in  June  1826.  I  will  not  say  his  re- 
fusal was   malicious  or  vexatious,  but  it  has 
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somewhat  of  that  character  and  appearance: 
the  negociation  was  broken  off,  and  his  soli- 
citor's bill  was  paid  in  September  1826.  What 
does  Sir  Lumley  Skeffington  then  do  ?  he  does 
not  take  out  administration ;  he  does  not  enter 
a  caveat.  It  is  said,  that  he  had  no  funds,  that 
he  was  advised  it  would  require  £150,  that  he 
borrowed  that  sum  of  a  noble  Lord,  but  that 
another  solicitor  defrauded  him  of  it.  This 
may  be  an  excuse  for  himself,  but  it  attaches 
no  blame  or  imputation  of  fraud  on  the  other 
party.  The  administration  was  taken  out  in 
March  1827;  he  says  he  was  not  apprized 
of  it  till  July  1827 — but  what  does  he  do?  he 
lies  by,  and  does  not  call  it  in  till  February 
1828.  In  the  mean  time  there  is  no  undue 
haste  on  the  other  side.  The  conveyance  is  not 
executed  till  December  1827  ;  and  when  all  the 
deeds  and  the  letters  of  administration  have 
been  handed  over  to  the  purchasers'  solicitor, 
and  when  the  administrator  \%  functus  officio, 
then  Sir  Lumley  Skeffington  calls  in  the  admi- 
nistration, and  prays  it  may  be  revoked. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, to  enter  into  the  question,  in  whom 
may  be  the  legal,  or  in  whom  the  equitable, 
title ;  for  I  am  yet  to  be  informed  that  whoever 
claims  it  cannot  go  into  a  Court  of  Equity  and 
there  assert  his  right.  No  step  was  taken  here 
to  stop  the  administration,  and  I  cannot  now 
revoke  it,  nor  disturb  the  present  bmidjide  pur- 
chasers for  a  valuable  consideration.  It  is  suf- 
ficient that  there  is  no  ground  to  impute  any 
fraud,  nor  indeed  any  irregularity  in  obtaining 
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this  limited  administration;  the  representative 
of  the  next  of  kin  having  forborne  for  twenty 
years,  and  even,  after  he  was  apprized  of  all 
the  circumstances,  having  abstained  from  ap- 
plying, till  the  limited  administration  had  exe- 
cuted its  purpose.  I  shall  therefore  allow  the 
protest,  and  dismiss  Mr.  White  with  his  costs. 

Protest  sustained. 
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TALBOT    AND    OTHERS,    BY    THEIR    GUARDIAN, 

V.    TALBOT. 

Richard  Talbot,  late  of  Portsea,  victualler, 
is  the  party  deceased.  By  his  last  will  and 
testament,  bearing  date  the  19th  of  December, 
1812,  he  appointed  his  children  residuary  lega- 
tees, (a)    Upon  his  death,  a  caveat  on  the  part 

(a)  The  testator,  after  charing  a  certain  messuage  and  pre- 
mises with  an  annuity  of  £150  per  annum  to  his  wife,  Rebecca* 
for  life,  devised  the  same  in  tliese  words ;  "  unto  such  children 
<<  as  I  may  leave  or  my  said  wife  be  ensient  with  at  the  time 
**  of  my  decease,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  as  tenants  in 
**  common.*'  And,  after  giving  a  certain  dwelling  house  (o  his 
mother  for  life;  and,  at  her  death,  to  his  brother,  and  his  heurs, 
&c.  for  ever,  thus  went  on :  *'  I  further  devise  all  other  my 
**  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever  unto  such 
**  children  as  I  may  leave  or  my  said  wife  be  ensient  with  at  the 
**  time  of  my  decease  their  heirs,  &c.  I  also  bequeath  all  my 
**  household  goods,  furniture,  &c,  to  my  wife  for  her  own  use 
*'  and  benefit,  and  £60  to  be  paid  to  her  within  one  mofith 
"  after  my  decease.  I  likewise  give  £50  to  each  of  my  two 
**  sisters,  and  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate  in  trust  to  ^liply 
**  the  interest  and  dividends  thereof  for  the  maintenance  and 
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of  the  widow,  having  been  entered  and  warned, 
it  was  alleged  on  her  behalf  that,  according  to 
law,  the  deceased  had  died  intestate.  An  ap- 
pearance was  then  given  for  the  deceased's 
three  daughters  (minors)  by  their  guardian; 
and  an  allegation  on  either  side  was  offered  to 
the  Court. 

For  the  daughters  it  was  pleaded : — 

1.  That  the  deceased  died  on  the  15th  of 
November  1827,  leaving  Mary  Ann  Talbot,  his 
lawful  widow — three  daughters  and  a  son  (all 
minors)  children  by  Rebecca,  his  first  wife; 
also  leaving  by  his  widow  (who  at  his  death 
was  pregnant)  an  infant  son. (a) 

2.  That  the  wUl,  dated  19th  December  1812, 
was  duly  executed. 

3.  That  on  the  24th  February  1823,  his  first 
wife  died;  and  that  on  5th  October  1824,  he 
intermarried  with  Mary  Ann  Arnold,  widow, 
who  was  possessed  of  freehold  and  personal 
property;  that  by  settlement  dated  the  4th 
October,  1824,  her  freeholds  were  put  in  trust 
for  her  to  receive,  during  life,  the  rents  and 
profits,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of  tlie 
intended  marriage ;  that  out  of  her  personalty, 
£800  was  to  be  raised  and,  immediately  after 
the  marriage,  paid  upon  trust  to  apply  the  in- 
terest towards  the  maintenance  and  support  of 


<< 


ct 


education  of  such  children  as  I  may  leave  or  my  wife  may 
be  ensient  with  at  the  time  of  my  decease  until  they  shall 
severally  attain  the  age  of  21,  then  upon  trust  to  be  equally 

**  divided  among  them.'' 

(«)  This  son  died  before   the  hearing  of  the  cause;  and  a 

posdiumous  child  was  born. 
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her  daughter,  Ann  Arnold,  until  she  should  at- 
tain twenty-one,  and  then  for  her  absolutely; 
and  if  she  should  die  under  age,  the  interest  to 
the  separate  use  of  her  mother  for  life,  and  upon 
her  death  the  £800  to  be  paid  to  the  children  of 
the  intended  marriage. 

4.  That  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  executing 
his  will  was  possessed  of  freeholds  of  the  value 
of  £6700 ;  that  at  his  death  he  had  acquired 
freeholds  to  the  amount  of  £16,000 ;  that  there 
were  mortgages,  on  the  estate  purchased  since 
the  date  of  his  will,  to  the  amount  of  £5133, 
and  an  arrear  of  £650  for  interest;  that  his 
simple  contract  debts  amounted  to  £2280,  and 
that  his  personalty  was  of  the  value  of  £7000. 

5.  That  on  the  29th  of  January  1827,  the 
deceased  having  agreed  for  the  purchase  of  a 
freehold  house,  declared  to  his  friend  John  Vick 
— *'  I  will  tell  you,  Vick,  when  I  married  my 

wife  she  had  a  certain  property  of  her  own,  I 

have  a  family  by  my  first  wife,  and  I  do  not 

*'  intend  to  injure  them,  but  I  shall  buy  a  little 

"  estate   in   the   country   which  I   will   make 

"  sacred  to  my  wife  and  her  family." 

6.  That  the  deceased,  on  Monday,  the  12th 
November  1827,  was  thrown  from  his  horse; 
became  speechless,  and  apparently  senseless, 
and  so  continued  till  he  died  on  the  following 
Thursday ;  that  the  will  was  found  in  his  iron 
chest,  together  with  deeds,  and  other  papers 
of  importance. 

For  the  widow  it  was  pleaded : — 
1.  That  the  deceased   in  conversation  with 
Archibald  Low,  his  Solicitor,   repeatedly  Itold 
him,  ''  that  he  must  make  his  will,  and  that  the 
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'*  will  he  had  made  would  not  do ;"  and  that  in 
or  about  September  last,  he  made  nse  of  the 
following  declaration — **  I  made  a  will  about 
**  16  or  17  years  ago,  (thereby  meaning  the  will 
^'  propounded  in  this  cahse)  but  that  will  not 
do;  now  I  must  have  another,  you  shall 
make  it,  and  I  will  fix  an  early  day  for  the 
"  purpose/' 

2.  That  on  or  about  Saturday  previous  to  his 
death,  the  deceased,  informing  his  wife  that  Mr. 
Nicholson  intended  to  be  at  Portsea  on  the 
following  Thursday,  inquired  of  her  **  what 
''  she  wished  settled  on  her ;''  and  on  her  say- 
ing '^  £200  per  annum  in  addition  to  her  own 
"  property,"  (of  the  annual  value  of  £200)  he 
replied,  '^  he  did  not  consider  it  too  much,"  and 
that  he  would  call  upon  his  attorney,  that  the 
will  might  be  ready  for  Mr.  Nicholson — who 
was  to  be  a  trustee. 


On  the  by-day  of  Hilary  term  these  allega- 
tions were  admitted ;  and  the  cause  now  came 
on  for  hearing. 


Lushington  in  support  of  the  will. 

The  question  is,  whether  a  will  made  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  first  wife,  and 
after  the  birth  of  children,  is  revoked  by  a 
second  marriage,  and  by  the  birth  of  issue? 
Under  this  will,  I  apprehend,  children  by  a 
future  wife  are  not  excluded  ;  and  they,  as  well 
as  the  widow,  are  provided  for  by  settlement. 
There  is  not,  then,  a  total  disposition  of  the 
property  exclusively  in  favour  of  the  children  of 
the  first  marriage.     If  the  will  be  admitted  to 


PREROGATIVE  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 


709 


probate,  a  question  may  then  arise  whether  the 
children  of  the  second  marriage  are  not  entitled 
to  take  under  it ;  but  whether  the  will  be  esta- 
blished or  not,  the  widow,  in  neither  case,  will 
be  benefited,  for  the  personalty  is  absorbed  by 
the  debts.  A  presumptive  revocation  is,  in  this 
instance,  rebutted  by  the  circumstances.  The 
declarations  show  the  deceased's  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  his  will ;  and  that  he 
would  not  injure  his  children  by  his  first  wife ; 
and  the  wife  and  issue  of  the  second  marriage 
are  provided  for.  The  settlement  of  itself  rebuts 
the  original  presumption  of  revocation;  for  it 
was  held  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Brady  t;. 
Cubitt(a);  and  by  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  in 
ex  parte  Ilchester(6),  that  where  there  was  not  a 
total  disposition  of  the  testator's  property,  the 
presumption  would  not  operate. 


1828. 

Triwity 

Term, 

By-Day. 

Talbot 

V. 

Talbot. 


Phillimorey  for  the  widow  and  infant,  con- 
tended, that  the  will,  primd  facie,  was  re- 
voked; that  revocation  being  founded  on  a 
change  of  circumstances  in  the  deceased ;  and 
that,  in  this  case,  the  facts  were  not  sufiicient 
to  repel  the  presumption  of  law.  The  declara- 
tion to  Low  proved  that  the  deceased  intended 
to  make  a  new  will ;  by  the  will  in  existence 
the  widow  was  totally  unprovided  for ;  and  that, 
in  respect  to  the  settlement,  it  was  solely  of  her 
own  property,  and  which  was  secured  to  the 
daughter  of  her  former  marriage.  Hollway  v1 
Clarke  (c),  Emerson  v.  Boville,  (d)  and  Sullivan  v. 


(a)  1  Doug.  31. 
(c)  1  Phill.  330. 


(b)  7  Ves.  866. 
(d)  1  Phill.  342. 
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Sullivan,  which  is  there  cited,  aU  established, 
that  this  Court  requires  some  recogoitioo,  or 
some  act,  to  show  that  the  deceased^s  intention 
was,  that  his  will  should  take  effect. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 
When    the    allegations  were  admitted,   the 
Court  reserved  the  whole  consideration  of  the 
question,  which  arises  on  this  will.     The  will 
was  made  by  the  testator,  then  a  married  man, 
on  the  19th  of  December  1812 ;  and  no  dispute 
is  raised  as  to  its  factum  ;  by  it  he  provides  for 
his  wife  for  life,  gives  a  few  legacies,  and  then 
bequeaths  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
property  among  his  children.  In  February  1823, 
his  wife  died,    leaving   four   children  —  three 
daughters  and  a  son :  but  there  was  no  reason 
on  her  death  to  alter  his  testamentary  disposi- 
tion, because  his  property  would  go  among  his 
children  exactly  as  he  had  intended  in  the  event 
of  his  dying  before  his  wife. 

On  the  5th  of  October,  1824,  he  married  a 
second  wife,  Mary  Ann  Arnold,  a  widow,  who 
had  a  daughter  by  her  former  husband  and  was 
also  possessed  of  property  of  her  own,  botli  real 
and  personal.  Before  their  marriage  a  settle- 
ment was  entered  into,  by  which  her  real  pro- 
perty, amounting  to  about  £200  per  annum, 
was  secured  to  the  wife's  separate  use  for  life, 
and  then  to  the  issue  of  this  marriage  with 
Talbot ;  and  £800  was  settled  on  her  daughter 
by  the  first  marriage,  the  interest  to  be  applied 
to   her  maintenance,   and  the   principal    to  be 
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paid  to  her  at  the  age  of  2 1  ;  and  if  she  died 
before  she  attained  that  age,  then  the  interest  of 
this  sum  was  to  belong  to  the  mother  for  life,  and 
on  her  death  the  principal  to  go  to  her  children 
by  Talbot :  so  that,  by  this  settlement,  provi- 
sion was  made  for  his  wife  and  the  children  by 
his  second  marriage ;  and  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  materially  to  vary  the  case,  whether  the 
provision  was  out  of  the  husband's  or  out  of  the 
wife's  property. 

On  the  15th  of  November  1827,  Richard 
Talbot  died  leaving  his  second  wife  pregnant, 
and  also  one  child  by  her.  His  four  children  by 
his  first  marriage  likewise  survived  him.  His 
will  of  1812  he  left  in  an  imcancelled  state,  in 
his  own  possession,  in  his  iron  chest;  and 
though  he  might  talk  of  making,  he  never  had 
made,  a  new  will,  nor  taken  any  measures  for 
that  purpose.  The  question  then  is,  whether 
this  will  of  1812  was  revoked  by  his  second 
marriage,  and  by  the  birth  of  issue?  Now 
marriage  and  birth  of  children  have  never  been 
held  to  be  an  absolute  revocation;  never  more 
than  a  presumptive  revocation,  and  the  pre- 
sumption may,  under  all  the  circumstances,  be- 
either  not  raised  or  repelled.  The  principle  is 
this,  that  marriage  and  the  birth  of  issue  create 
such  a  change  in  the  condition  of  the  deceased, 
such  new  obligations  and  duties,  that  they  raise 
an  inference  that  a  testator  would  not  adhere  to 
a  will  made  previous  to  their  existencia,  con- 
sidering it  an  act  of  moral  duty  to  revoke  that 
disposition,  in  order  to  make  provision  for  his 
new  wife  and  new  issue:    but,  on  the  other 
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hand,  if  there  does  not  arise  such  a  state  of  cir- 
cumstances as  to  produce  new  duties,  if  the 
change  is  provided  for,  there  is  no  reason  to 
presume  a  revocation.  The  question,  after  all, 
is  one  of  presumed  intention — whether  to  die 
intestate,  or,  notwithstanding  the  change  of  cir- 
cumstances, to  leave  the  former  will  existing 
and  effective. 

Here  is  a  settlement  providing  for  his  second 
wife,  and  providing  for  the  issue  of  his  second 
marriage  ;  that  settlement  must  take  effect  not- 
withstanding the  will  and  in  exclusion  of  the 
children  of  the  first  marriage,  while  the  pro- 
perty of  the  second  wife  must  go  to  her  own 
children ;  and  if  the  deceased  shall  be  held  to 
be  dead  intestate,  she  and  her  children  would 
share  with  the  children  of  the  former  marriage ; 
she,  as  widow,  would  take  one  third,  ^and  her 
two  children  a  third  of  the  remainder ;  that  is, 
in  addition  to  the  settlement,  they  would  take 
five  ninths  of  the  whole  between  them ;  excepting 
the  realty,  which  forms  the  greater  part  of  the 
deceased's  property,  and  would  go  to  his  eldest 
son. 

Under  these  circumstances  there  is  no  breach 
of  moral  duty — no  neglect  of  new  obligations 
in  adhering  to  the  former  will.  I  am  then  of 
opinion  that  no  presumptive  revocation  did  take 
place:  the  marriage  and  issue  were  provided 
for  by  the  settlement ;  the  previous  acts  there- 
fore repel  the  presumption.  And  to  me  it 
seems  that  this  view  is  in  no  way  altered  by 
the  parol  evidence.  The  deceased  might  have 
thought  of  making  a  new  will,  or  of  increasing 
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his  wife's  jointure  ;  and  if  he  had  used  a  part  ^^^* 
of  her  property,  might  intend  to  make  her  some  trinity 
compensation ;  but  there  is  no  reason  to  sup-  B/.i>a7 
pose  he  intended  to  die  intestate.  Inasmuch  xalbot 
then  as  there  is  a  proyision  re&ndarly  made  for  «• 
the  second  wife  and  her  issue,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  will  of  the  19th  of  December  1812  is 
valid  ;  and  I  accordingly  pronounce  for  it. 

Costs  out  of  the  estate  were  decreed. 
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In  a  salt  for  se- 
paration ^  MMJd 
ef  tkoroy  the 
wife's  adolterj 
bebg  follj  esta- 
blished, bat  she 
hsTiog,  on  a  re- 
oriminatorj  al- 
legation, proved 
facts,  antece- 
dent to  her  adol- 
terj,  from 
which  the  Court 
necessarily 
presumed  the 
husband's  adul- 
tery,  this 
amounts  to  com' 
pensatio  crUni- 
mon,  and  the 
wife  is  entitled 
to  be  dismissed. 


This  was  a  suit  of  divorce  brought  by  Sir 
Jacob  Astley,  Baronet,  against  Georgiana  Caro- 
line Astley,  his  wife,  by  reason  of  her  adultery. 

The  parties  were  married  on  the  22nd  of 
March,  1819;  and  cohabited  together  till  the 
elopement  of  Lady  Astley  with  Captpn  Garth, 
on  the  24th  of  July  1826. 

A  libel  having  been  admitted,  an  allegation, 
on  the  part  of  the  wife,  charging  Sir  Jacob 
Astley  with  improper  familiarities  "and  adultery 
with  abandoned  women,  was  also  admitted.  The 
second,  third,  and  fourth  articles  of  this  allega- 
tion, to  which  the  witnesses,  relied  upon  by  the 
Court,  deposed  were,  in  substance,  as  follows. 

2.  That  in  March  1826,  Sir  Jacob  and  Lady 
Astley  (being  resident  in  Leicester  during  the 
hunting  season)  went  in  an  open  carriage  to  the 
race-ground  to  witness  a  race,  in  which  a  horse 
of  Sir  Jacob's  was  to  run  ;  that  Sir  Jacob,  leav- 
ing Lady  Astley  in  the  carriage,  walked  on 
the  course  with  Mrs.  Richardson,  Lucy  Bur- 
bidge,  Charlotte   Spawforth,    and    Mary  Ann 


ASTf.EY 
ASTIKY. 
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Webster,  women  of  aband<med  character ;  that       1^28. 
he  conversed  immodestly  with  them,  and  drew      trinity 
up  the  petticoats  of  Burbidge,  upon  which  a    i.t^l^^'on. 
fear  was  expressed    that  Lady  Astley  would 
see  and  observe  what  passed :  that  after  Sir 
Jacob  had  returned  to  Lady  Astley's  carriage, 
he  sat  at  the  back  part  of  it,  and  kissed  his 
hand  to  the  women,  and  said  "  Girls,  I  will  be 
with  you  at  night,  and  I  will  give  you  a  treat." 

3.  That  in  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  Sir 
Jacob  introduced  into  a  dining-room  of  the  Bell 
Inn  at  Leicester,  several  women  from  the  street ; 
that  he  gave  them  spirits  and  wine,  after  which 
he  and  the  women  made  so  much  disturbance, 
and  their  conduct  towards  each  other  was  such, 
that  the  women  were  sent  out  of  the  house. 

4.  That  on  the  next  evening  Sir  Jacob,  ac- 
companied by  some  gentlemen,  went  to  Richard- 
son's ;  thttt  he  gave  her  money  to  procure  wine 
and  spirits  for  Burbidge,  Spawforth,  Webster, 
and  other  women  who  were  present ;  that  he 
continued  in  company  with  these  women  for 
some  time;  that  indecent  familiarities  passed 
between  him  and  Lucy  Burbidge,  and  at  length 
they  retired  to  a  bed-room,  in  which  they  were 
alone  for  about  half  an  hour  (with  the  door 
locked  on  the  inside)  when  they  committed 
adultery. 

Upon  the  depositions  taken  on  these  pleas, 
the  cause  was  argued  by  the  King^s  Advocate, 
Phillimar€y  and  Addams  for  Sir  Jacob  Astley  ; 
and  by  Bumahy  and  Dodson  contr^. 

The  libel  was  admitted  to  be  fully  proved ; 

VOL.  I.  3  b 
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1828.       and  the  only  question  raised  was,  whether  the 
Trinity      evidence    on  the  allegation  was  sufficient  to 

1  JsMiioii     establish  the  guilt  of  the  husband. 

'• 

ASTLBY 

aJ^ey.         Judgment. 

Dr.  Lushington. 

This  is  a  suit  promoted  by  Sir  Jacob  Astley, 
baronet,  against  his  wife,  Lady  Astley,  for  se- 
paration by  reason  of  her  adultery.  The  mar- 
riage of  the  parties  in  1819,  their  subsequent 
cohabitation,  and  the  birth  of  children,  are  ad- 
mitted to  be  fully  established :  nor  is  any  objec- 
tion raised  to  the  proof  of  the  adultery  with 
which  Lady  Astley  is  charged.  It  is  perfectly 
clear  that  in  July,  182(5,  she  quitted  the  house 
of  her  husband  in  Grosvenor  Street,  and  eloped 
with  Captain  Garth,  with  whom  her  cohabita- 
tion is  very  distinctly  proved  and  ii^dmitted. 
There  is  no  question,  therefore,  that  Sir  Jacob 
Astley  will  be  entitled  to  the  remedy  he  prays, 
unless  the  recriminatory  allegation  of  Lady 
Astley — for  she  has  replied  to  this  suit,  not  by 
denying  her  own  adultery,  but  by  charging  her 
husband  with  a  similar  offence — is  so  proved  as 
to  call  upon  the  Court  to  dismiss  her  from  all 
further  observance  of  justice. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  terms  upon 
which  the  parties  lived  previous  to  the  month  of 
July  1826;  there  is  nothing  sufficiently  estab- 
lished in  the  cause  to  enable  the  Court  to  form 
any  judicial  opinion  on  this  point,  anterior  to 
that  period.  In  the  beginning  of  the  year  1826, 
these  parties  went  to  Leicester ;  and  it  is,  during 
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their  residence  in  that  town,  that  Sir  Jacob       ^Q^Q- 
Astley  is  accused  of  having  there  formed  a  con-      trinity 
nexion  with  divers  women  of  bad  character ;  of  ^  isJ^^Sin. 
resorting  to  a  house  of  ill  fame,  and  of  commit-      ^mTey 
ting  adultery.     This  is  the  substance  of  the  «. 

.  .  Astley. 

charge.  There  are  other  accusations  of  a  minor 
nature,  but  they  are  of  weight  only  as  tending  to 
corroborate  those  of  a  graver  character. 

The  evidence,  in  respect  to  these  charges,  in 
part  consists  of  the  testimony  of  Mary  Richard- 
son, who  kept  this  house  of  ill  fame,  and  of 
three  common  prostitutes.  Now  the  testimony 
of  these  witnesses  requires  the  most  vigilant  and 
accurate  examination ;  for,  independent  of  their 
character,  their  manner  of  giving  evidence, 
and  their  mutual  contradictions,  ought  to  put 
the  Court  on  its  guard  where  their  depositions 
are  not  confirmed  by  more  credible  testimony. 
There  is  throughout  their  examinations  a  mani- 
fest disregard  of  truth.  The  discrepancies  are 
"numerous  and  have  been  pointed  out.  It  is 
quite  impossible  to  look  at  the  testimony  of 
Mary  Richardson  without  perceiving  that  she 
has  deposed  with  very  little  sense  of  the  obliga- 
tion of  an  oath;  and,  as  to  the  three  other 
women,  they  would  probably  be  as  willing  to 
bring  their  evidence  to  market,  as  they  were 
ready  to  ofier  their  persons  to  sale.  But  there 
is,  in  addition,  the  testimony  of  other  persons  of 
a  very  difierent  description,  upon  which  the 
Court  can  more  safely  rely. 

The  facts  appear  to  be  as  follows :  It  is 
proved  that  Sir  Jacob  Astley  had  asked  one  of 
his  acquaintance,  a  witness  in  the  cause,  to  show 
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him  the  house  of  Mary  RichardBon  ;  and  that 
he  went  there.  It  is  clear  that  nothing  criminal 
took  place  on  the  occasion  of  that  visit ;  but,  at 
the  same  time,  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  Sir 
Jacob  Astley  was  then  perfectly  aware  of  the 
character  of  this  house.  The  next  fact  is  an 
occurrence  on  the  race-course  on  the  day  of  the 
race.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  all  the  evi- 
dence on  this  point ;  but  it  is  sufficiently  proved, 
that  Sir  Jacob  Astley  said  to  the  three  women, 
to  whom  I  have  already  referred,  "  If  I  win  the 
"  race,  girls,  I  will  give  you  a  treat  to  night." 
The  evidence  also  establishes,  that  Sir  Jacob 
Astley,  while  on  the  race-ground,  hooked  up  the 
petticoats  of  a  woman  of  a  bad  character.  None 
of  these  facts  import  the  degree  of  criminality 
necessary  to  debar  the  husband  from  the  relief 
he  prays ;  yet  they  ought  not  to  be  left  out  of 
the  consideration  of  the  Court,  because  they 
show  that,  even  at  that  time,  he  had  some  ac- 
quaintance with  these  women. 

The  decision,  however,  in  this  case,  must  de- 
pend on  the  occurrences  which  took  place  at 
the  house  of  Mrs.  Richardson,  either  on  the 
evening  of  the  race,  or  on  the  evening  after. 
This  part  of  the  case  is  proved  by  three  gentle- 
men, associates  of  Sir  Jacob  Astley ;  leaving 
out  of  consideration  the  testimony  of  the  other 
witnesses.  It  is  proved  that  Sir  Jacob  Astley 
went  to  Mrs.  Richardson's  from  a  dinner-party 
at  the  Bell  Inn  ;  that  he  went  up  stairs  with  one 
of  the  women,  and  that  he  remained  alone  with 
her  at  least  a  quarter  of  an  hour.  These  facts 
are  demonstrated:  they  are  undenied  and  un- 
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deniable.  It  has  been  urged  that  the  going  to 
this  house  was  unpremeditated  and  accidental, 
and  was  in  order  to  protect  one  of  the  party  who 
had  been  assaulted.  This  may  be  possible ; 
yet  I  cannot  help  thinking  there  was  something 
in  the  nature  of  an  anterior  appointment  on  the 
race-course ;  or,  if  the  visit  were  unpremeditated, 
it  would  lead  me  to  a  conclusion  that  Sir  Jacob 
Astley  had  been  at  this  house  on  more  than  one 
occasion,  as  asserted  in  the  evidence  of  the 
women.  I  am  not,  however,  disposed  to  con- 
clude positively,  either  that  this  visit  was  in 
pursuance  of  an  actual  engagement,  or  that  it 
was  accidental.  I  take  the  fact  as  I  find  it  — 
that  Sir  Jacob  Astley  was  there,  and  remained 
alone  in  a  room  with  a  woman  of  notorious  cha- 
racter for  a  considerable  space  of  time,  as  al- 
ready stated:  and  on  this  state  of  facts  the 
questions  are ;  first,  whether  or  not  a  legal  pre- 
sumption of  the  commission  of  adultery  arises ; 
and  secondly,  supposing  that  it  does  arise, 
whether  it  is  sufiicient  to  bar  the  husband  of  the 
remedy  he  now  seeks  ? 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  Sir  Jacob  Astley 
could  not  have  a  more  ample  opportunity  of 
committing  an  act  of  adultery  than  at  a  house 
of  ill  fame,  and  alone,  at  least  for  a  quarter  of 
an  hour,  in  a  room  with  a  common  prostitute. 

If  these  facts  are  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  adultery,  what  facts  would  be  suffi- 
cient ?  All  the  probabilities  unite  in  this  con- 
clusion, that  Sir  Jacob  Astley  would  not  have 
placed  himself  in  this  situation  except  for  a  cri- 
minal purpose.  But  even  if  the  conviction  of 
the  Court  did  not  lead  it  to  that  inference,  there 
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1838.  are  authorities  which  bind  It  to  conclude  that, 

TRmiTT  in  such  circumstances,  adultery  has  been  cmn- 

}Jsl!Lm.  niitted.     In  Eliot  ▼.  Eliot,  mentioned  by  Lord 

AsTLtT  Stowell  in  Williams'  case,  (a)  it  was  held,  "  that 

^'  ''  a  woman  going  to  a  brothel  with  a  man,  fur- 

—  '  **  nished  conclusive  proof  of  adultery."    Now, 

^^^  "o"  *f  ^  married  man  goes  to  a  brothel,  he  being  per- 

tbei.  knowing  it  fectly  awarc  of  the  nature  of  the  house,  I  will 

to  be  a  booM  of  "^ 

that  description,  not  Say  that  it  does  not  supply  an  equal  pre- 
cion  of  adultery  sumptiou  of  guilt  as  in  the  case  of  a  woman ; 
J^M^^bjtbe  ^^*  supposing  the  Court  not  inclined  to  push 
dww*****  *^^"     *^^®  presumption  so  far  as  to  hold  the  proof  con- 
clusive, still  it  cannot  be  denied  that  such  con- 
duct furnishes  a  violent  suspicion  —  a  suspicion 
that  must  be  rebutted,  if  rebutted  it  can  be  at 
all,  by  the  very  best  evidence. 

Now  what  is  the  evidence  to  rebut  the  suspi- 
cion in  the  present  case  ?    As  to  the  testimony 
of  Lucy  Burbidge,  with  whom  Sir  Jacob  Astley 
was  shut  up,  it  is  impossible  that  the  Court  can 
give  any  credit  to  her  denial :  she  is  a  witness 
not  to  be  listened  to ;  and  in  respect  to  the  opi- 
nion of  the  three  gentlemen,  who  were  also  in 
this  house  at  the  time,  that  no  act  of  adultery 
was  committed,  it  is,  I  apprehend,  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  draw  its  own  conclusions,  and  not 
allow  itself  to  be  led  away  by  the  abstinence  of 
the  witnesses.      In  Elwes  v.   Elwes,  (b)    Lord 
Stowell  said  :  **  If  the  facts  are  of  such  a  nature 
''  as  justifiably,  and  almost  necessarily,  lead  to 
**  a  conclusion  of  guilt,  the  scepticism  of  a  wit- 

(a)  1  Consistory  Reports,  302.     See  also  Popkin  v.  PopkiD, 
infrik,  (Supplement)  765,  notis. 

(b)  1  Consistory  Reports,  278. 
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*'  ness,  even  if  it  really  exists,  signifies  nothing.       1828. 
**  The  Court,  representing  the  law,  draws  that      trinity 
"  inference  to  which  the  proximate  acts  un-     j  JleJIion. 
"  avoidably  lead ;  and  therefore  if  the  witnesses,        — 
'^  even  in  this  case,  hesitated  and  paused  about         o. 
"  drawing  that  conclusion,  I  should  not  conceive      ^"''^^• 
"  myself,  in  any  degree,  limited  by  their  hesita- 
"  tion."   To  this  opinion  I  entirely  accede ;  and 
it  does  appear  to  me  that  the  circumstances  of 
this  case  raise  so  strong  a  suspicion  of  adultery, 
that  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  be  rebutted  by  any 
evidence ;  but,  manifestly,  not  by  the  evidence 
before  the  Court.     And  when  I  consider  that 
Sir  Jacob  Astley  is  the  party  proceeding  against 
his  wife  for  a  divorce,  and  that  this  matter  is 
merely  recriminatory,  and  set  up  to  bar  his  re- 
medy, I  also  feel  myself  bound  by  the  reference,  slighter  teu 
in  the  argument,  to  the  case  of  Lord  and  Lady  ^{}  )^^^^ 
Leicester  ;(a)  "  that  where  adultery  is  pleaded  originii  nut. 
"  by  way  of  recrimination,  and  as  a  bar,  it  is 
"  not  necessary  to  prove  such  strong  facts,  as 
"  are  required  to  convict  the  other  party."     It 
was  said,  this  is  a  loose  doctrine ;  I  will  not  stop 
to  consider  it,  but  shall  pass  it  with  this  observ- 
ation ;  that  the  doctrine  has  received  the  sanc- 
tion of  Lord  Stowell,  and  is  binding  on  this 
Court.    I  am,  then,  of  opinion,  that  the  charge 
against  Sir  Jacob  Astley  is  sufficiently  estab- 
lished.    If,  however,  he  is  really  innocent,  I  can 
only  regret  that  he  has  voluntarily  exposed  him- 
self to  such  an  accusation ;  but  if  a  man  will 


(a)  Cited  in  Forster  v.  Forst«r,  1  Consist.  Rep.  153.  See 
also  Durant  v.  Durant,  \nfrk,  (Supplement.)  733.  D'Aguilar  v, 
D*Aguilar,  ibid.  773,  and  Beeby  v.  Beeby,  ibid.  7dO. 
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1828.  associate  with  commoii  prostitutes,  as  Sir  Jacob 

Trinity  Astley  is  provcd  to  havc  done,  whether  he  be 

iJ^on.  guilty  or  innocent,  every  court  of  justice  must, 

, —  I  think,  come  to  the  same  conclusion  to  which 

ASTLBY  '  .  1   • 

«•         I  have  arrived  in  this  case. 
^^'         The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether,  as 
^dteJ^^saffi.  there  is  no  proof  of  further  adultery,  the  bus- 
cieot  to  bar  the  feaud  is  debarred  by  this  single  act  from  the 

bosbaod's  re-  i 

medjr.  rcmcdy  he  seeks  ? 

Many  arguments  have  been  urged  as  to  die 
hardship  that  Sir  Jacob  Astley  will  incur  from 
the  refusal  of  a  sentence  of  separation :  but  this 
is  an  inconvenience  which  he  has  brought  upon 
himself,  and  which  the  law  imposes  upon  him. 
Similar  arguments  were  also  strongly  urged  in 
the  case  of  Proctor  v.  Proctor,  but  were  over- 
ruled, (a)  It  is  also  to  be  remembered,  that  the 
wife  will  equally  suffer  inconvenience,  if  a  sen- 
tence be  given  against  her,  and  she  be  turned 
loose  upon  the  world. 

Now,  in  support  of  the  argument  that  one 
act  of  frailty  is  not  sufficient  to  bar  a  husband 
of  his  remedy,  only  one  case  has  been  cited, 
viz.  Naylor  v.  Naylor.  (b)  I  have  obtained  a 
note  of  that  case,  and  since  it  is  desirable  that 
misapprehension  should  not  exist  as  to  the  doc- 
trine there  held,  nor  as  to  the  opinion  of  the 
judge,  I  will  read  that  note.  Dr.  Bettesworth, 
who  then  presided  in  this  Court,  said  :  "  This 
"  is  a  cause  of  restitution  of  conjugal  rights 
''  brought  by  the  wife  against  the  husband :  in 
''  bar  he  pleads    adultery:    she    recriminates. 

(a)  2  Consistory  Reports,  295 — 6. 

(b)  Consistory^  1777.  Trin.  term.  4th  sess. 
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"  There  are  no  less  than  thirteen  witnesses  to 
"  prove  the  adultery  of  the  wife.     She  has  not 
only  committed  the  crime  of  adultery,  but  a 
series  of  adultery  is  proved,  so  that  of  her 
"  guilt  there  cannot  be  a  doubt.    On  the  other 
"  side,  the  counsel  rely  that  they  have  made  full 
"  proof  of  adultery  by  the  husband  ;  and  that 
according  to  the  law  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
if  they  have  fully  established  his  guilt,  that 
will  prevent  his  obtaining  the  effect  of  his 
**  prayer.     But  here  is  only  a  single  witness  to 
**  a  fact,  and  all  eircumstaiices  are  against  her; 
•*  it  would  not,  therefore,  be  sufficient  even  if 
"  her  evidence  were  without  exception.      She 
"  then  being  a  single  witness  must  be  laid  out 
"  of  the  case.    It  might  be  a  question  if  a  wife 
"  left  her  husband  and  lived  many  years  from 
"  him,  and  in  a  course  of  adultery,  whether,  if 
^'  the  husband  in  one  frail  moment  should  be 
"  faulty,  it  would   be  a  campensatio  criminis? 
**  The  words  imply,  *  You  have  been  as -guilty 
**  as  I  have  been : '  but  in  this  case  it  is  not 
"  necessary  to  consider ;  for  two  persons  have 
"  deposed  in  a  way  not  to  be  relied  upon  ;  and 
*•  Mrs.  Naylor  has  bribed  witnesses — a  circum- 
**  stance  alone  sufficient  to  repel  their  credit." 

In  this  case  then  of  Naylor,  the  learned  Judge 
stated  that  it  might  be  a  question  whether,  when 
a  wife  left  her  husband,  and  lived  in  a  long 
course  of  adultery,  it  would  afford  a  compensatio 
criminis^  and  whether  a  husband  ought  to  suffer 
for  one  frail  act?  but  it  will  be  observed,  that 
the  case  itself  was  decided  on  a  totally  different 
ground ;  the  learned  Judge  decided  there  was 
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no  proof  of  adultery ;  he  merely  put  an  hypothe- 
tical case,  which  is  materially  distinguished  from 
the  one  before  me.  In  that  hypothetical  case 
the  wife  was  supposed  to  have  quitted  her  hus- 
band, and  lived  for  several  years  in  adultery ; 
now  here,  the  wife  had  not  quitted  her  husband, 
and  continued  in  adultery  previous  to  his  guilt : 
on  the  contrary,  the  husband  is  charged  with 
adultery  anterior  to  the  separation,  and  to  her 
criminality.  The  cases,  therefore,  are  quite 
separate  and  distinct ;  but  at  the  same  time  I 
must  be  permitted  to  say  on  the  authority  of 
Proctor  V.  Proctor,  a  case  to  which  I  have  al- 
ready referred,  that  a  campensatio  criminum  is 
eflfected  by  the  guilt  of  both  parties,  (a)  But 
the  present  case  does  not  alone  depend  upon 
an  act  of  adultery  committed  in  one  frail  mo- 
ment ;  for,  here,  it  is  distinctly  proved  that,  on 
one  previous  occasion  at  least,  he  had  gone  to 
this  brothel,  and  that  he  had  taken  liberties 
with  these  women,  and  with  other  abandoned 
females. 

I,  therefore,  come  to  this  decision,  that  the 
conduct  of  Sir  Jacob  Astley  bars  him  of  the 
remedy  he  prays,  and  that  Lady  Astley  be  dis- 
missed from  this  suit. 


(a)  See  Beeby  y.  Beeby,  infr^,  (Supplement)  789. 
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This  was  a  suit  of  nullity  by  reason  of  the  in « rait  of  nui- 
man's  impotency.  The  de  facto  marriage  took  Ihei^^cjof 
place  in  April  1815,  the  man  being  of  the  age  ^^^c^Ze 
of  forty-one  ;  the  woman,  seventeen.  jea»  after  ma. 

A  month  after  marriage,  the  man  took  to  a  woman  wu 
separate  bed:  afterwards  from  October  1815  to  "^^T""^ 
the  spring  of  1816  she  resided  with  her  father ;  <*<»"?'«*  "^'^^ 

"^        *-'  '   two  seToral  con- 

and  the  man,  though  generally  absent  on  mill-  fessions  by  the 
tary  duties,  occasionally  slept  in  the  same  bed,  Mploltj  t^two 
but  from  the  spring  till  October  of  1816,  he  ab-  "e!!^f  jj^th 
stained  altogether  from  cohabitation :  and  then  p«>of  that  the 

"       ,        .  -  woman  s  health 

the  parties  again  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  had  mffered ; 
for  two  months,  after  which  he  volunteered  to  hJa'St  S* en  i^ 
St.  Helena.     He  returned  in  1819 ;  but  con-  Il^^^^^J*^ 
cealed  his  return  from  the  other  party  for  three  Fwn««.  m^  w- 
weeks ;  but  there  was  regular  matrimonial  coha-  mrgioai  exami- 
bitation,  with  slight  intervals,  from  that  time  Sol'Mt!  ***'**  "^ 
till  April  1823.    At  that  time  her  health  having 
greatly  suffered,  she  by  the  advice  of  her  medi- 
cal man   took   to  sleep  separately,  and  never 
afterwards   returned    to    Mr.  Wybourn's    bed. 
About  May,  1826,  they  finally  parted,  and  to- 
wards the  close  of  that  year  this  suit  was  insti- 
tuted.    A  medical  certificate  fully  proved  that 
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the  marriage  had  never  been  consummated,  and 
that  though  Virgo  intMta,  she  was  apta  viro. 
The  man  had  been  personally  served  with  a 
monition  at  Cassel,  in  France,  to  submit  him- 
to  medical  inspection,  but  had  not  obeyed  the 
process. 

The   King's  Advocate  and  Nicholly   for  the 
woman . 


Phillimore  and  Pickard  contr^. 


Judgment. 

Dr.  Lushington. 

In  this  case,  a  de  facto  marriage  was  cele- 
brated in  August  1815,  and  the  parties  con- 
tinued to  cohabit  together  at  intervals,  as  man 
and  wife,  till  the  spring  of  1823,  when,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Parkin,  a  medical 
man,  they  ceased  by  his  advice  to  occupy  the 
same  bed,  in  consequence  of  her  health  having 
suffered.  They,  however,  lived  under  the  same 
roof  till  May  1826,  when  Mr.  Wyboum  quitted 
the  country. 

The  Court  has  been  put  upon  its  guard 
against  collusion.  I  am  well  aware  that  the 
Court  should  be  very  cautious,  if  collusion 
could  reasonably  be  suspected ;  but  there  is  no 
circumstance  in  this  case  to  lead  me  to  imagine 
that  any  thing  of  the  sort  exists.  I  cannot  pre- 
sume collusion,  without  something  to  raise  such 
a  presumption.  The  question  then  is,  whether 
the  evidence  is  sufficient;  whether  there  is  an 
absence  of  what  is  essential  to  the  final  adjudi- 
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cation  of  the  cause.     I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
is  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  cohabitation 
lasted  considerably  longer  than  i^hat  the  law 
generally  requires ;  much  more  than  three  years. 
The  ground  of  the  separation  is  not  to  be  laid 
out  of  the  case ;  it  is  part  of  the  res  gestae.  Now, 
that  it  arose  in   consequence  of   the  loss  of 
health,  and  from  her  sufferings,  appears  from 
the  evidence  of  Mr.  Parkin ;   he  says  "  that 
**  about  six  or  eight  months  after  Christmas 
"  1822,  they,  by  deponent's  advice,  ceased  to 
**  occupy  the  same  bed:  it  was,  on  her  account, 
''  and  in  consequence  of  her  health  having  suf* 
"  fered,  that  the  deponent  gave  this  advice.' 
Again  on  the  14th  article,  he  says  *^  he  was  at- 
"  tending  Mrs.  Wyboum  professionally  in  1823, 
**  and  having  ascertained  the  cause  of  the  de- 
**  plorable  state  in  which  she  was,  the  deponent 
*^  advised  she  should  withdraw  from  the  bed  of 
"  her  husband." 

The  Court  always  requires  a  certificate  of  me- 
dical persons  as  to  the  state  and  condition  of 
the  woman.  In  the  present  case  that  certificate 
has  been  given  by  Mr.  Parkin,  who  appears  to 
be  a  surgeon  of  eminence,  and  by  Mr.  Blagden, 
who  undoubtedly  is.  It  has  been  argued,  that 
the  test  on  which  the  certificate  is  framed  is  too 
vague  and  uncertain;  that  the  Court  cannot 
rely  on  it.  Now  the  present  certificate  is  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  invariably  adopted — 
not  to  give  reasons ;  and  I  should  be  extremely 
reluctant  to  depart  from  that  practice.  In  the 
first  place  it  is  a  received  maxim  ''  cuilibet  in 
*'  arte  stui  credendum  est.''  Secondly,  if  the 
grounds  were  given,  how  could  the  Court  com- 
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prehend  the  reasons,  and  decide  between  con- 
flicting opinions?  besides,  the  introduction  of  the 
grounds  would  lead  the  Court  into  minute  in- 
quiries about  matters,  the  discussion  of  which 
the  Court  would  be  most  anxious  to  avoid  un- 
less It  were  imperatively  called  upon  to  pursue 
the  investigation.     Here  are  the  very  strongest 
grounds  to  presume  the  impotency  of  the  man. 
If  the  parties  lay  together  in  one  bed  for  so 
many  years,  of  such  ages,  and  the  woman  is 
certified  to  remain  virgo  intacta  there  cannot  be 
a  stronger  presumption  that  impotency  existed, 
and  that  it  was  incurable.    Such  a  lapse  of  time 
satisfies  the  Court  that  in  all  human  probability 
he  was  incapable  of  consummating  the  de  facto 
marriage :  but  this  is  not  left  to  inference  fix)m 
these  facts  only ;  for  two  direct  admissions  by 
him  to  two  different  surgeons  are  proved.    I 
never  can  think  that  these  lead  to  any  thing 
but  a  direct  acknowledgment  of  his  incapacity. 
The  first  of  these  admissions  was  made  pre- 
vious to  his  departure  for  St.  Helena  in  1816, 
**  that   he   was  then   incapable   of  performing 
''  marriage  rites :"  and  the  second  confession 
was  in  1823  "  that  he  was  impotent ;  that  when- 
'*  ever  he  had  made  the  attempt  to  have  con- 
*'  nexion  with  his  wife  he  had  failed."     These 
confessions  were  made  at  periods  so  long  an- 
terior to  the  institution  of  this  suit,  that  there 
could  have  been  no  inducement  to  fabrication. 

It  is  said,  that  the  law  requires  that  the 
party's  answers  should  be  given  in,  or  that  he 
should  submit  his  person  to  medical  inspection. 
If  this  were  the  true  rule,  the  man  would  onlv 
have  to  withdraw  out  of  the  reach  of  the  process 
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of  the  CJourt,  and  thus  defeat  the  ends  of  justice, 
and  defraud  the  woman  of  her  remedy.  The 
law  never  imposed  such  difficulties  upon  any 
Court,  (a) 

It  being  perfectly  clear  that  the  monition  was 
personally  served,  and  that  the  party  conse- 
quently has  had  fair  notice  of  these  proceed- 
ings, he  surely  would  have  come  forward  and 
rebutted  the  charge,  if  he  had  had  the  power. 
The  Court  however  cannot  refrain  from  going 
still  further  in  this  case  ;  for  suppose  the  party 
had  appeared,  and  the  certificate  from  his  in- 
spectors had  been  couched  in  the  same  terms 
as  in  Greenstreet  v.  Cumyns,  (b)  which  rather 
supported  his  capacity  than  proved  his  impo- 
tency ;  even  in  that  case,  the  Court  would  not 
go  the  length  of  saying  that  the  woman's 
remedy  would  have  been  barred. 

In  this  case  I  am  satisfied  there  is  no  collu- 
sion, and  that  there  is  as  much  evidence  as  the 
law  requires ;  and  I  therefore  pronounce  the  libel 
fully  proved,  that  the  lady  is  entitled  to  the 
sentence  she  prays,  and  that  the  defendant 
must  be  condemned  in  the  costs  of  this  suit. 
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(a)  ''  Quamvis  utroque  conjuge  fatente  impedimentum,  ac 
triennio  lapso,  sanum  consilium  sit  facere  conjuges  inspici ;  at  id 
non  est  necessarium."  Sanchez  de  Matrimonio.  Lib*  7.  disp. 
108.  No.  0. 

(6)  Consistory  Reports,  332.  S.  C.  2  Phill.  10. 
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THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  JUDGE  PROMOTED 


BY 


NORTH    AND    LITTLE   V,    DICKSON 


ProTOoation  ii 
no  defence  to  a 
criminal  soit  for 
brawlin^i;  in  a 
ohoroh  at  a  Tea- 
try  meeting. 
On  proof  of  the 
offenoe,  the  de- 
fendant  saa- 
pended  for  a 
fortnight  ab  in- 
gressu  ecdesia, 
and  condemned 
in  costs. 


Judgment. 

Dr.  Lushington. 

This  is  a  cause  of  office  brought  by  the 
Churchwardens  of  the  hamlet  of  Mile  End,  Old 
Town,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Dunstan,  Stepney, 
against  Robert  Dickson  of  the  said  hamlet, ''  for 
''  quarrelling  chiding  and  brawling  by  words, 
^'  and  for  creating  a  riot  and  disturbance  in  the 
**  parish  church."  Three  witnesses  have  been 
examined,  on  the  part  of  the  promoters,  and 
their  testimony  fully  establishes  the  charge. 

The  first  says  he  was  present  at  the  vestry- 
meeting,  when  "  Dickson  called  out  to  Little 
"  (who  was  chairman)  in  a  loud  voice  and 
'  angry  and  passionate  manner,  '  why  do  you 
"  not  call  that  wretch  to  order  ;'  and  upon  Hall 
"  inquiring  of  the  chairman  who  Dickson  meant 
"  to  call  *  wretch,'  Dickson,  in  a  still  more 
"  angry  and  passionate  manner,  called  out  very 
**  loud, '  I  mean  you,  you  wretch.  Bob  Hall ;'  at 
"  the  same  time  pointing  with  his  hand  to  Hall, 
"  and  added  '  now  bring  your  action  as  soon  as 
*'  you  like.'  Deponent  says  that  in  conse- 
"  quence  of  Dickson's  behaviour,  the  business 
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*^  of  the  meeting  was  for  a  time  entirely  sus- 
"  pended." 

Now  thiis  witness  is  corroborated  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  two  other  persons  who  have  been 
examined.  By  way  of  defence,  an  allegation 
has  been  given  in,  charging  Little,  one  of  the 
Churchwardens  promoting  this  suit,  with  being 
in  a  state  of  intoxication,  and  with  addressing 
Dickson  in  a  boisterous  and  insulting  manner, 
on  the  occasion ;  and  by  way  of  further  defence, 
it  is  alleged  that  some  provocation  was  given  to 
the  defendant  by  a  person  named  Robert  Hall ; 
and  some  provocation  from  Hall  is  proved :  but 
there  is  no  satisfactory  evidence  to  support  the 
imputation  against  Little.(a)  Such  provocation, 
however,  would  not  justify  the  defendant's  con- 
duct. It  must  be  understood  that  people  who 
go  into  a  church,  whether  for  the  purpose  of 
attending  divine  service,  or  of  being  present  at 
a  vestry,  must  keep  themselves  under  restraint, 
and  not  depart  from  that  decorum  which  should 
always  be  preserved  within  consecrated  walls. 

It  is  clear  that  Dickson  has  outraged  the  sanc- 
tity of  the  place.  I  must  observe  at  the  same 
time,  that  had  Hall  been  guilty  of  similar  mis- 
conduct, I  trust  the  Churchwardens  would  have 
proceeded  against  him.  Churchwardens  must 
deal  out  impartial  justice  between  the  two 
parties.     I  do  not  say  that  they  have  acted 
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(a)  A  responsive  allegation ,  denying  the  charges ,  was  ad- 
mitted.   The  cause,  at  the  hearing,  was  undefended. 
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improperly  in  this  instance,  but  there  is  proof 
that  this  parish  is  divided  into  two  parties. 

The  sentence  of  the  Court  is,  that  the  defend- 
ant shall  be  suspended  ab  ingressu  ecchsitB  for 
one  fortnight,  to  be  computed  from  Sunday,  the 
27th  instant,  and  be  condemned  in  the  costs  of 
this  suit. 
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DURANT   V.    DUttANT.  (a) 

This  was  a  suit  for  divorce,  d  mensd  et  thoro^ 
brought  by  the  wife  against  her  husband  by  rea- 
son of  his  adultery.  The  facts  of  the  case  are 
fully  detailed  in  the  judgment ;  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  state  more  than  that  it  was  admitted  that 
the  adultery  of  the  husband  was  fully  proved  ; 
and  that  on  this  fact  coming  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  wife  she,  on  two  occasions,  separated  her- 
self from  her  husband,  but  afterwards  returned 
to  cohabitation ;  first,  on  a  promise  of  future 
good  conduct ;  and,  secondly,  from  want  of 
means  of  subsistence  when  near  her  confine- 
ment. The  husband  afterwards  accused  her  of 
adultery,  and  turned  her  out  of  his  house.  Fur- 
ther acts  of  adultery  on  his  part,  subsequent  to 
her  return  to  cohabitation,  and  also  subsequent 
to  his  having  forced  her  to  leave  his  house,  were 
alleged.  No  charge  was  brought  forward  in 
plea  against  the  wife :  and  the  questions  of  fact 
principally  were,  whether  the  later  acts  of  adul- 
tery were  established ;  and  whether  the  wife,  at 
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In  a  lait  for 
divorce  on  ao- 
noant  of  tbo 
hosband'i  adol- 
tf  rj  after  a  eon- 
donation  of  for- 
mer adulteriea; 
there  mnit  be, 
in  order  to  ea- 
tabliah  oondo* 
nation  of  anbae* 
qoent  adnlterj 
as  a  bar  to  the 
wire*s  remedj, 
evidence  that 
ahe  was  aware 
of  this  renewed 
misoondnct ; 
nor  can  sach 
knowledfce  be 
inferred  from 
slight  facts,  and 
from  cohabita- 
tion, bat  it  moat 
be  clearlj  and 
distlnctlj  pror- 
ed. 


(a)  Vide  supii,  p.  628. 
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1826.  her  return  to  cohabitation,  was  aware  of  all  the 

Arches  earlier  acts  of  adultery  ? 

Court. 
Easter 

T»»M.  jn  the  course  of  the  argument,   the  Court 

DuRANT  read  the  following  note  of 

V, 
Do  RANT. 

WORSLEY   V.    WORSLEY. 

CoMintorj.  "  In  this  case  several  facts  of  cruelty  and 

Tl™.8d''sii-  '*  adultery  were  charged  by  the  wife  in  an  alle- 


"  gation  offered  by  her,  which  were  laid  to  have 

Crueltj  revives  -  ,  ^  •  a\     a. 

ooDdoved  sdui.  ^' been  committed  some  year^ago;  smce  that, 
**'^'  "  there  had  been  a  reconciliation  between  the 

^'  husband  and  wife ;  and  since  that  reconcilia- 
^'  tion  he  was  charged  in  thi^  allegation  with 
**  fresh  acts  of  cruelty,  Ji>ut  '^ith  no  new  acts  of 
**  adultery, 

''  Dr.  Cotterellt  for  the  husbaiid,  said,  tbat  as 
"  he  was  charged  with  fresh  acts  of  cruelty 
**  since  the  reconciliation,  they  would  indeed 
**  revive  the  former  acts  of  cruelty  before  the 
**  reconciliation,  but  since  no  adultery  was 
"  pretended,  the  former  acts^  of  that  kind  did 
*'  not  come  within  the  rule,  therefore  all  the 
*'  articles  of  the  allegation  relating  to  the  adul- 
**  tery  were  irrelevant,  and  ought  to  be  struck 
''  out. 
The  Court  {Dr.  Henchman)  held  clearly  that 
the  new  acts  of  cruelty  would  revive  the 
whole,  as  well  the  acts  of  adultery  that 
*'  were  committed  before  the  reconciliation 
'*  (though  there  were  no  new  acts  of  that  kind), 
*'  as  also  the  acts  of  cruelty,  and  that  the  wife 
*'  was  now  as  much  at  liberty  to  charge  her 
*'  husband  with  those  former  acts  of  adultery, 
**  notwithstanding    the    reconciliation,    as    she 
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'*  would  have  been  if  there  had  been  no  recon- 
**  ciliation  at  all."  (a) 

Aifter  residing  thin  case,  the  Cburt  said  :-^ 
I  wish  to  hear  a  full  argument  on  the  doctrine 
of  Condonation ;  its  principles,  and  the  autho- 
rities respecting  it.  What  takes  off  its  effects, 
and  revives  a  former  charge?  Will  any  offence, 
short  of  subsequent  adultery,  namely,  an'  ap- 
proach to  adultery,  set  aside  condonation  as  a 
bar?  Will  solicitation  of  chastity  have  that  effect? 
Must  the  injury  be  ejusdem  generis  ?  Will  cruelty 
revive  adultery  ?  If  so,  will  any  thing  short  of 
what  would  substantively  and  separately  estab- 
lish a  case  of  cruelty?  Will  an  unfounded 
charge  of  adultery,  of  which'  there  is  not  a  tittle 
of  proof,  against  a  mother  with  twelve  living 
children,  and  an  unjust  dismissal  of  the  wife  from 
her  husband's  house,  be  sufficient  to  revive  con- 
doned adultery  ?  Can  '  condonation  be  set  up 
as  an  effectual  bar  without  being  pleaded  ? 

[The  arguments  on  the  facts  of  the  case  have 
been  omitted ;  atid  those  only  which  apply  to 

these  questions  inserted.] 

f 

Liushingtan  and  Dodson  for  Mr.  Durant. 

We  do  not  find  that  the  questions  put  by  the 
Court  have  received  judicial  consideration. 

1.  Whether  condonation  is  necessary  to  be 
pleaded  ?  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary,  but 
it  may  be  convenient  and  proper;  because 
otherwise,  as  the  party  applying  for  a  divorce 

(a)  See  some  further  mfomifttion.oQ  tbe  case  of.  Worsley  v. 
Wonley,po«/.  p«108. .     . 
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should  have  a  knowledge  of  the  defence,  we  ad- 
mit the  party  would  be  at  liberty  to  plead  after 
publication,  or  the  Court  ex  officio  might  order 
further  proofs.  Elwes  r.  Elwes.  (a)  That  condo- 
nation ought  to  be  pleaded  may  perhaps  rather 
be  inferred  from  Oughton.(i)  But  this  is  on 
the  general  ground,  that  there  should  be  notice  of 
the  intended  defence ;  but  that  reason  does 
not  hold  here,  because  the  wife  herself  pleads 
condonation ;  "  qui  ponit  faletur.'^  Neither 
Ayliffe  nor  Sanchez  lay  down  that  it  is  neces- 
sary to  plead  condonation.  If  on  cross-ex- 
amination it  appeared  clearly  that  there  had 
been  subsequent  cohabitation,  the  Court  would 
allow  the  other  party,  at  any  period  of  the 
cause,  to  deny  condonation. 

2.  Condonation  is  where  a  husband  or  wife, 
cognisant  of  the  adultery  of  the  other,  is  volun- 
tarily reconciled.  Ayliffe's  Parergon,  226.  In 
that  case  the  party  is  barred  from  complaint. 
Mere  residence  in  the  house  without  actual 
conjugal  cohabitation  is  no  condonation.  "  Si 
enim,"  says  Sanchez,  •*  essent  in  eadem  domo 
non  se  alloquentes,  divisique  k  rnens^  et  lecto, 
non  censeretur  condonatum  adulteriura."  (c) 
But  here  there  is  no  doubt  of  conjugal  cohabi- 
tation. 

3.  A  repetition  of  the  same  injury,  no  doubt, 
revives  condoned  adultery ;  and  we  admit  that 
something  short  of  it  may  possibly  liave  that 
effect ;  as  for  instance,  solicitation  of  chastity, 

(a)  1  Consistory  Reports,  292. 

(b)  ''  Si  pars  rea  allegaverit  et  probaverit  partem  agentem, 
**  ante  litem  institutam,  habuisse  notitiam  saltern  probabilem 
**  criminis  libellati/'  &c. — Oughton,  tit.  214.   s.  2. 

(c)  Sanchez  de  Matnmonio,  lib.  10.  disp.  14.  a.  17. 
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or  \rhatever  indeed  would  bar  a  husband  from 
complaining  of  his  wife's  adultery  :  but  it  must 
be  an  offence  efusdem  generis :  and  if  that  be  so, 
the  proof  here  is  of  adultery  or  of  nothing. 
The  only  reported  case  in  which  the  doctrine  of 
revival  was  discussed  is  D'Aguilar  v.  D*Agui- 
lar.  (a)  It  is  there  laid  down,  that,  to  revive 
cruelty,  the  subsequent  facts  must  be  such 
as  would  be  sufficient  to  found  a  sentence.  It 
may  be  said,  that  a  harsh  course  of  treatment 
ought  to  revive,  but  if  any  thing  short  of  legal 
cruelty  is  admitted,  there  would  be  no  certain 
rule.  By  analogy  this  rule  should  apply  to 
adultery:  then  nothing  short  of  adultery  would 
revive;  certainly  nothing  less  than  solicitation 
of  chastity. 

4.  It  is  impossible,  we  submit,  to  maintain 
that  cruelty  would  revive  adultery.  We  cannot 
find  any  case  to  that  effect,  except  the  note  of 
Worsley  v.  Worsley,  which  is  very  unsatis- 
factory as  a  precedent ;  nor  are  we  aware  that 
it  is  so  laid  down  in  any  authorities.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  revive  the  adultery,  for  cruelty 
would  of  itself  be  a  ground  for  divorce :  it  is  not 
ejusdem  generis.  It  is  laid  down  that  **  condo- 
^^  nation  is  a  conditional  forgiveness  which  does 
'*  not  take  away  the  right  of  complaint  in  case  of 
**  a  continuation  of  adultery ^ {h)  Even  Sanchez 
does  not  suggest  that  condoned  adultery  could 
be  revived  by  any  thing  short  of  adultery.  If 
cruelty  would  not  revive  it,  it  fortiori^  harsh- 
ness, or  less  than  legal  cruelty,  would  not 
suffice. 
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(a)  1  Consistory  Reports,  135.  noiii. 

(6)  Ferrers  «.  Ferrers,  1  Consbtory  ReporU,  190. 
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A.  Would  an  unfounded  charge  of  adultery 
revive  ?  It  is  true, '  that  adultery  on  the  part  of 
the  wife  is  not  pleaded,  and  that  Mr.  Durant 
did  charge  her  with  that  crime.  Though  he 
might  be  misinformed,  yet  he  acted  handfidey 
for  he  employed  a  solicitor,  collected  evidence, 
and  laid  it  before  a  friend.  A  case  might  easily 
be  supposed  in  which  there  were  good  grounds 
of  suspicion,  and  for  requiring  explanation,  such 
as  loose  conduct,  and  indecent  expressions; 
and  yet  not  sufficient  to  offer  a  plea. 

« 

W.  Adams  and  Jenner  for  Mrs.  Durant. 

[After  going  fully  through  the  Betcts  of  the 
case.] 

The  adultery,  both  prior  and  subsequent  to 
the  renewed  cohabitation,  is  fully  proved,  and 
the  condonation  of  the  previous  adultery  is  not 
established,  inasmuch  as  Mrs.  Durant  is  not 
shown  to  be  cognisant  of  the  birth  of  Bradbury's 
third  child.  The  books  require  a  notitia proba- 
bilisy  meahing  by  that  phrase  pretty  full  proof, 
as  the  three  instances  in  Oughton  show,  (a) 
These  instances  all  refer  to  condonation  by  the 
husband,  which  has  always  been  held  to  be 
more  easily  presumed  than  condonation  by  the 
wife.  We  proceed  then  to  examine  the  ques- 
tions proposed  by  the  Court,  though  we  dis- 

(a)  *'  Probabilis  scientia  dicitur,  si  maritus,  suspectam  ha- 
"  bens  uxorem  de  adulterio,  earn  de  eodem  acciisaverit,  et  ilia 
'*  hujusmodi  crimen  confessa  fuerit.  Vel  testes  illi,  quos  ma- 
*'  ritus  in  judicio  contradictorio  ad  probandum  adulterium  ob- 
"jectum  produxit,  significaveriut  marito,  ante  litem  institu- 
**  tarn,  se  posse  deponere  ex  propriis  eorum  visu  et  scientia  de 
**  hujusmodi  adulterio.     Vel  si  maritus  uxorem  suam  in  ipso 

actu  adulterinodeprehenderit." — Oughton,  tit.  214.  8.  3. 
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claim  the  necessity,  as  we  deny  any  condona^ 
tion. 

The  cases  as  to  condonation  are  few,  and  the 
books  not  specific. 

1 .  As  to  its  nature.  It  is  a  conditional  for- 
giveness :  it  may  be  made  by  a  wife,  but  does 
not  necessarily  result  from  a  continuance  of 
cohabitation  only. 

2.  Condonation  is  hardly  possible  to  be  pre- 
sumed against  a  wife  without  being  pleaded,  as 
it  is  capable  of  many  explanations.  It  is  said, 
the  wife  has  pleaded  it  herself:  we  deny  it,  she 
has  only  pleaded  facts  from  which  it  has  been 
argued  that  condonation  is  to  be  inferred.  It  is 
admitted  the  husband  could  not  rest  on  it  if 
brought  out  by  interrogatories  alone ;  here  the 
knowledge  of  Bradbury's  third  child  is  attempt- 
ed to  be  shown  only  by  interrogatories.  If  the 
wife  had  had  notice  that  condonation  would 
have  been  objected,  she  might  have  pleaded  her 
ignorance.  It  is  said,  that  in  £lwes  v.  Elwes, 
condonation  by  the  husband  was  not  pleaded ; 
but  the  Court  there  lays  down,  that  it  must  be 
admitted  with  extreme  caution,  if  not  pleaded. 
In  that  case  too  the  alleged  condonation  was 
on  the  part  of  the  husband ;  and  the  Court  does 
not  notice  it  as  a  plea  in  bar,  but  as  a  circum- 
stance requiring  explanation.  If  then,  with  the 
dictum  "  Causa  nunquam  concluditur  contra 
Judicem,"  the  Court  is  so  cautious  of  noticing 
unpleaded  condonation,  surely  it  cannot  be 
competent  for  the  adverse  party  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  it.  In  Beeby  v.  Beeby(a)  condo- 
nation   is    further    observed     upon    by    Lord 

(a)  Beeby  v.  Beeby,  Consistory,  Mich.  Term,  1709.  For 
the  judgment  in  this  case,  see  pott.  p.  789. 
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Stowell,  in  the  same  guarded  language :  *'  The 
**  Court  would  not  say  that  condonation  might  not 
'*  come  out  in  evidence,  though  unpleaded,  but 
**  the  Court  would  not  help  it  out."  In  Ruding  v. 
Ruding(a)it  was  said ;  **  the  Court  has  never  gone 
*'  the  length  of  holdingmere  delay  as  a  baragainst 
**  the  wife.  If  it  could  be  shown  that  the  wife's 
**  conduct  amounted  to  licence,  it  would  be 
**  matter  of  defence  ;  but  it  must  be  pleaded." 
A  plea  in  bar  cannot  then  be  treated  as  a  mat- 
ter of  defence  if  not  pleaded,  though  the  Court 
may  notice  it.  Oughton  speaks  of  condonation 
as  necessary  to  be  pleaded,  and  proved ;  **  sial- 
legaverit  etprobavetit : "  this  is  conjunctive  and 
not  disjunctive :  the  proof  will  not  do  without 

(a)  Ruding  v.  Ruding,  Arches  1819,  Hit.  Term,  2d  Session. 
This  was  a  suit  of  separation  brought  by  the  wife  for  the 
husband's  adultery:  the  parties  were  married  in  1796.    Id 
1802  they  went  to  reside  in  France,  and  were  there  detained 
on  the  commencement  of  the  war.     Mrs.  Ruding  returned  to 
England  in  1806.     In  1808  the  husband  was  pleaded  to  ha?e 
commenced  an  adulterous  intercourse  with  a  French  lady,  by 
whom  he  had  five  children:    he  returned  to  England  in  1815, 
and  continued  to  li?e  in  open  adultery  till  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  ou  the  first  session  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1818. 
Per  Cvriam  (Sir  John  NichoU). 
It  is  admitted,  in  limine,  that  the  rejection  of  the  libel  would 
be  a  strong  measure,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  circumstances 
would  justify  it.     It  seems  to  be  admitted,  that  while  the  hus- 
band was  iu  France  there  was  no  improper  delay.     Since  his 
return  three  years  have  elapsed,  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
case  where  the  Court  has  gone  the  length  of  saying,  that  a 
StmhU,  mere       mere  lapse  of  time  is  a  bar  to  the  wife.     If  it  could  be  shown 
lapse  of  time  if  that  the  wife,  for  three  years,  had  connived;  that  her  conduct 
bar  the  wife'i      amounted  to  licence,  it  would  be  defensive,  but  must  be  plead- 
remedj.  ed.     I  admit  this  libel,  as  on  the  face  of  it  there  is  nothing 

which  amounts  to  a  bar  to  the  wife's  prayer. 

Note.  The  case  of  lluding  r.  Smith,  falsely  calling  herself 
Ruding,  (2  Consistory  Reports,  371.)  was  between  the  same 
parties. 
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the  plea,  any  more  than  the  plea  without  the 
proof.  Sanchez  and  Ayliffe  may  not  notice  the 
necessity  of  pleading  condonation,  because  they 
suppose  that  of  course  it  must  be  pleaded. 

3.  It  is  not  denied  that  condoned  adultery 
may  be  revived  by  subsequent  adultery.  The 
law  is  not  explicit  that  minor  acts  would  be 
sufficient ;  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the 
husband's  return  to  the  mens  adultera  et  rea  is  not 
sufficient.  The  implied  condition  is,  that  he 
shall  not  return  to  impure  practices.  It  is  said 
in  D'Aguilar  v.  D'Aguilar,  that  to  revive  forgiven 
cruelty  there  must  l>e  legal  cruelty;  but  even 
if  that  were  true  to  its  full  extent,  there  is 
a  distinction  between  the  relief  for  cruelty 
and  adultery.  In  the  former  the  protection  is 
from  present  danger,  and  the  extent  of  the 
offence  must  be  known  to  the  complainant. 
The  latter  is  secret,  and  therefore  evidence  of 
the  mens  rea  may  be  sufficient.  Here  is  the  mens 
rea  at  least  by  solicitation  of  chastity. 

4.  Where  there  is  harshness  or  any  thing 
short  of  legal  cruelty,  the  Court  will  at  least  be 
very  cautious  of  inferring  condonation  from  co- 
habitation alone ;  and  even  as  to  removing  un- 
doubted condonation,  it  cannot  be  correct  that 
the  subsequent  cruelty  must  be  of  itself  suffi- 
cient to  found  a  sentence.  Suppose  serious 
cruelty  during  cohabitation;  a  separation  and 
return ;  would  it  be  necessary  to  prove  actual 
cruelty  for  separation  afterwards?  Would  not 
the  former  conduct  give  colour  to  threats  or 
harshness?  The  wife  must  be  able  to  enjoy  the 
consortium  vita  ;  that  must  be  the  implied  con- 
dition, and  any  thing  that  would  destroy  the 
consortium^    and  drive  her  from  cohabitation. 
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would  revive  cruelty  or  adultery.  The  case  of 
Worsley  v.  Worsley,  as  stated,  seems  to  confirm 
this,  and  to  show  that  cruelty  would  revive 
adultery. 

5.  The  accusation  of  adultery  with  the  tutor 
of  her  children  comes  under  the  head  of  the 
most  aggravated  cruelty.  The  husband  had  no 
business  to  make,  still  less  to  insitiuate,  charges 
of  this  nature.  If  he  withdrew  the  allegation, 
he  ought  to  have  withdrawn  the  interrogatories; 
but  he  has  persisted  in  them  at  the  very  hearing. 
We  are  not  aware  of  any  cases  allowing  the' wife 
to  retire  from  cohabitation  upon  such  an  accu- 
sation alone ;  but  here  the  Court  must  look  at 
all  the  conduct  of  the  husband,  and  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.  What  remedy  can  the 
wife  now  have  ?  Is  it  possible  for  her  to  bring 
a  suit  of  restitution  ?  Such  an  accusation  is  a 
ground  of  divorce  by  the  civil  law.  Thus 
Huber,  in  treating  of  divorce  says ;  **  contra  virum 
**  mulieri  proditae  sunt  quatuor  causae,"  and  mea- 
tions  as  the  second :  **  si  uxorem  de  adulterio 
**  temer^  accusaverit."(a)  And  the  Novellae,  in 
the  chapter  "  de  justis  divortii  causis  mulieri 
"  concessis,"  furnish  this  passage:  **  Si  vir  de 
**  adulterio  inscripserit  uxorem  et  adulterium 
**  non  probaverit,  licere  mulieri  volenti  etiam 
**  pro  hac  causA  repudium  destinare  viro,  et  re- 
**  cipere  quidem  propriam  dotem,  lucrari  autem 
**  et  antenuptialem  donationem."(6)  Though 
not  a  substantive  ground  of  divorce  here,  these 
principles  may  well  be  applied,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  to  this  case. 


(a)  Huberi  Praelectioncs,  Lib.  24.  tit.  2.  s.  11. 
{b)  Novell :  117.  c.  9.  s.  4. 
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Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  suit  for  separation  by  reason  of 
adultery  brought  by  the  wife  against  her  hud- 
band»  and  begun  in  the  Consistory  Court  of 
Lichfield ;  from  whence  it  came  up  here  on  an 
appeal  from  a  grievance,  (a)  It  is  unnecessary 
to  state  more  of  the  proceedings  than  that  they 
commenced  in  January  1820,  and  have  been  de- 
pending five  years.  This  delay  is  attributable 
alone  to  the  husband,  but  I  shall  not  particularly 
refer  to  it  further  than  may  bear  upon  the  proof 
of  the  facts  applying  to  the  merits  of  the 
question. 

The  libel  states  the  history  of  the  parties,  and 
the  grounds  of  the  present  charge. 

The  parties  were  married  in  February,  1799; 
George  Durant  being  a  gentleman  of  fortune, 
the  proprietor  of  Tong  Castle,  Shropshire ;  and 
Mrs.  Durant,  then  Mary  Ann  Eld,  a  spinster,  of 
age,  whose  family  resided  in  the  same  neigh- 
bourhood. During  their  cohabitation,  the  par- 
ties lived  at  Tong  Castle,  and  had  fourteen  chil- 
dren, twelve  of  whom  are  now  living.  The  facts 
thus  far  are  proved,  and  are  not  controverted. 

The  libel  proceeds ;  and  Mr.  Durant  is  charged 
with  having  formed,  in  1807,  an  adulterous  con- 
nection with  Mary  Bradbury,  j^nd  with  having 
had  three  children  by  her;  the  first  bom  in 
July  1808;  the  second  in  March  1810;  the 
third  in  December  1811;  and  he  is  alleged 
to  have  acknowledged  and  supported  these  chil- 
dren.    He  is  also  charged  with  having  formed 
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another  adulterous  connection  \i^ith  Elizabeth 
Cliffe,  by  whom  he  had  a  child  born  on  the  19th 
of  June,  1809 :  both  these  persons  were  nursery 
maids  in  his  family.  In  1816  he  is  charged  with 
an  adulterous  connection  with  Mary  Dyke,  his 
dairy  maid ;  of  that  connection  no  chUd  was 
bom  which  he  acknowledged,  but  it  is  alleged 
that  in  June  1816,  he  was  seen  with  her  in  the 
criminal  act.  In  1818  he  is  charged  also  with 
an  adulterous  connection  with  Jane  James,  a 
labourer's  wife,  and  on  the  4th  of  November 
with  having  been  caught  in  the  fact  on  the  floor 
of  her  cottage.  In  1820  there  is  a  similar 
charge  with  another  labourer's  wife,  of  the 
name  of  Starkey ;  and,  on  the  26th  of  April 
1820,  it  is  asserted  that  he  was  caught  in  the 
fact  in  a  room  in  her  cottage  called  White  Oak 
Lodge.  These  are  the  several  adulteries  charged. 

The  libel  further  pleads :  that,  in  January 
1808,  in  consequence  of  the  preceding  adultery, 
Mrs.  Durant  withdrew  to  the  house  of  her  fkther, 
Francis  Eld,  Esq.  at  Seighford,  in  Staffordshire. 
Durant,  upon  that  occasion,  wrote  a  letter  to 
her  brother,  confessing  his  misconduct,  express- 
ing contrition,  and  promising  future  good  con- 
duct. That  letter  is  exhibited,  and  I  shall  have 
occasion  hereafter  to  refer  to  it.  (a) 

The  libel  then  pleads,  that  in  consequence  of  the 
assurances  contained  in  this  letter,  Mrs.  Durant 
was  induced  to  return ;  but,  in  1810,  Durant  con- 
tinuing his  adulterous  conduct  vnth  Bradbury 
and  with  Clifie,  Mrs.  Durant  again  withdrew  to 
her  father's  house :  Durant  went  there ;  and  she 
agreed,  that  if  he  would  leave  Tong,  break  off 

(a)  Vide  infii,  p.  770. 
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his  connection,  and  go  to  reside  in  Devonshire, 
she  would  again  cohabit.  They  accordingly 
went  to  reside  in  Devonshire,  and  afterwards 
removed  to  Bath.  Durant  then  proposed  to 
return  to  Tong>  but  she  refused  because  Brad- 
bury lived  in  the  neighbourhood :  accordingly, 
at  the  latter  end  of  1810,  they  separated;  he 
returned  to  Tong ;  she  went  to  reside  in  Lon- 
don, accompanied  by  one  of  her  daughters. 
She  remained  there  till  near  her  confinement, 
(for  during  these  cohabitations  she  had  become 
pregnant)  when,  being  in  want  of  necessaries, 
and  obliged  to  sell  part  of  her  clothes,  she  re- 
turned, in  August  1811,  to  Tong  Castle  to  lie 
in.  From  that  time,  till  1817,  she  continued  to 
live  with  her  husband  at  Tong,  when  he,  with- 
out any  just  cause,  quarrelled  with  her — in- 
sisted on  her  leaving  his  house,  which  she  was 
obliged  to  do,  and  to  go  to  her  father's,  where 
she  has  ever  since  resided,  and  has  never  coha- 
bited with  her  husband  since  April  1817. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  libel,  and,  on 
account  of  what  passed  in  the  ailment,  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  the  effect  of  these,  her 
own  averments.  Upon  this  statement,  if  proved, 
she  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  the  separation 
prayed ;  for  though  she  had  forgiven  the  earlier 
adultery  upon  condition  and  assurance  of  future 
amendment,  yet,  if  he  again  committed  adul- 
tery, even  that  previous  injury  would,  in  point 
of  law,  revive.  Here  is  no  appearance  of  being 
indifferent  to  her  injuries,  so  as  to  give  her  hus- 
band a  licence  for  his  profl^te  course  of  life ; 
but  she  resents  them ;  she  withdraws  from  his 
society ;  she  only  returns  on  condition  of  amende 
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meiitr  and  when  she  a  second  time  consents  to 
be  reconciled,  she  takes  the  best  course  to  re- 
claim him,  by  insisting  on  qoitting  their  resi- 
dence, and  on  going  to  live  at  a  distance:  she 
refuses  to  accompany  her  husband  back  to  Tong 
Castle ;  but  being  pregnant  and  in  distress  she 
is  obliged  at  length  to  return.  Unless,  then, 
there  was  a  knowledge  of  the  adultery  after  the 
latter  end  of  1810,  and  during  their  subsequent 
cohabitation,  no  condonation  can  be  inferred 
so  far  as  the  libel  itself  lays  the  case. 

Against  this  charge,  so  made,  what  is  the  de- 
fence set  up  ?  In  plea,  none :  the  husband  has 
given  no  allegation  whatever ;  but  he  has  ad- 
ministered very  long  interrogatories.  In  these 
interrogatories  various  grounds  'of  defence  are 
suggested,  but  he  has  not  ventured  to, plead  any 
thing  responsive ;  here  is  no  allegation  contra- 
dicting and  denying  the  charges  of  adultery- 
no  allegation  pleading  condonation  later  tbaii 
1810,  or  knowledge  of  his  subsequent  adultery 
— no  allegation  exceptive  to  the  general  cha- 
racter of  a  single  witness — no  allegation  recri- 
minatory against  the  wife,  though  he  compelled 
her  to  quit  his  house. 

It  is  said  that  a  defensive  allegation  was  not 
given,  because  the  charges  of  adultery  were 
pleaded  so  indefinitely,  that  they  could  not  be 
counterpleaded :  but  that  is  not  so.  The  adul- 
tery with  Bradbury  and  ClifTe  was  to  be  proved, 
not  by  acts  seen,  but  by  their  pregnancy,  and 
by  Durant's  acknowledgment  of  the  children: 
it  was  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  lay  particular 
acts  —  besides  that,  adultery  is  admitted,  and  a 
different  defence  is  set  up ;    viz.  condonation, 
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James,  and  Starkey  is  specifically  pleaded  :  that      arches 
with  Dyke  among  the  trees  near  the  avenue  in      eastbe 
the  month  of  June ;  and  of  that  with  the  other       '^^• 
two,  the  time  and  place  are  both  fixed :  yet  no      doramt 
contradiction  by  plea  is  tendered.     It  is  said,      do  rant. 
*^  these  charges  are  not  proved,    because  the 
witnesses  are  discredited  ;"   but  though  all  the 
witnesses  were  well  known,  dependents  at  Tong 
Castle,  yet  no  exception  is  offered  against  their 
character,  but  Mr.  Durant  is  content  with  ad- 
ministering interrogatories  and  cross-examining 
one  against  the  other,  and  is  not  wholly  clear  of 
an  attempt  to  tamper  with  them. 

The  same  observation  applies  as  to  the  con- 
donation ;  though  he  admits  the  adultery  with 
Bradbury  and  Cliffe,  yet  there  is  no  allegation 
to  state  Mrs.  Durant  ever  knew  that  Bradbury 
had  this  third  child  ;  but  he  has  made  an  at- 
tempt to  prove  it  by  interrogatories  alone.     So 
also,  with  respect  to  the  imputation  on  account 
of  which  he  excluded   Mrs.  Durant  from   his 
society,  some   interrogatories     have  been  .ad- 
dressed to  the  witnesses,  but  there  is  no  aver- 
ment in  plea.   Now,  though  he  was  at  liberty  to  Eridenoc  •%- 
cross-examine  to  all  these  points,  and  evidence  ^cnwtx^ing- 
thus  got  out  would  be  admissible,  and  might  be  Jll*^"^^^^!* 
material  in  aid  of  what  he  might  plead  and  exa-  tioo,  eompm" 
mine  to ;  yet  the  effect  is  very  different,  if  what  is  ortodX^^t 
thus  extracted  be  relied  upon  as  the  sole  ground  ^"J/Jt^Ttft 
of  defence,  because  it  places  the  other  party  'f  "^^Jj^**"  "^ 
under  very  unfair  disad  vantages,  and  might  defeat  or  dofence  hat 
justice.     If,  for  example,  he  had  contradicted  [ffeJuhMwhen 
the  adultery  in  plea,  Mrs.  Durant  might  have  ad-  "^J^jJ^^;  H' 
duced  other  circumstances  to  corroborate  her  exccptite  piei 

U  given  in  and 
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1825.       former  charge :  if  he  had  attacked  the  character 
Arches      of  her  witnesses,  she  might  have  supported  their 
eamm       character,  or  have  produced  other  witnesses  to 
Term.       confirm  and  prove  the  facts :  if  he  had  alleged 
DoRANT      knowledge  of  the  adultery  yet  that  she  foi^ve 
DuR*ANT.      it,  she  might  have  given  a  responsive  allegatioD 
to  prove  her  total  ignorance :  if  he  had  made 
any  charge  of  misconduct,  she  might  have  re- 
pelled and  shown  it  to  be  utterly  groundless  and 
malicious, 
lo  examioing        In  procccdiug  thcu  to  examine  the  evidence 
*  pIUf«rthe       and  proofs,  I  am  bound  not  to  lose  sight  of 
ukMbrchlrgei  these  considerations,  nor  to  take  insulated  and 
d"'*htd  "ut    detached  charges,  but  the  whole  together ;  for 
the  whole  toge-  ouc  part  may  throw  an  important  light  on  the 
oo!iid«  what    probability  and  credibility  of  other  parts. 
LutSr"oIIirdwt      That  Durant  carried  on  a  criminal  intercourse 
of  the  partj  an-  with  Bradburv  and  Cliffe  is  not  attempted  to  be 

der  uinilar  cir-     ,.,         »•  i-         ii         111  i-i^ 

eamatanoes.      denied.     It  IS  admitted  he  had  three  children 

by  Bradbury,  and  one  by  Cliffe :  it  was  prudent 
on  his  part  so  to  wrap  up  this  series  of  miscon- 
duct in  one  general  admission ;  but  the  Court  is 
bound  to  look  at  the  character  of  these  adulter- 
ous connections.  He  had  been  married  about 
eight  years,  had  nearly  as  many  children,  and 
his  family  Was  further  increasing ;  Bradbury  was 
about  sixteen,  his  nurserymaid,  attending  on  bis 
children,  and  on  that  account  it  is  probable  she 
was  decent  and  modest.  This  young  girl,  in 
this  situation,  does  this  husband  and  father 
of  daughters  seduce  and  debauch.  Bradbury 
has  been  examined,  and  Mr.  Durant's  counsel 
have  relied  upon  parts  of  her  evidence.  She 
entered  his  service  about  May  1807,  and  staid 
in  the  family  about  eight  months,  when  she  went 
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away  pregnant.  Her  account  of  the  commence- 
ment and  particulars  of  their  criminal  inti< 
macy  is : 

•  '^  That  when  she  had  been  some  months  in 
<<  the  servicQ,  being  one  day  in  a  room  on  the 
'^  ground  floor,  adjoining  the  stables,  which  was 
^*  unfurnished,  Durant  came  therein,  and  pulled 
**  her  about :  whether  he  had  connection  with 
**  her  at  that  time  she  does  not  recollect,  but 
**  several  times,  when  she  was  in  the  back  pre- 
^*  mises,  as  the  brewhouse,  laundry,  and  other 
'*  apartments,  and  no  other  person  was  observed 
*'  to  be  about  the  same,  he  prevailed  on  the 
'^  deponent  to  have  connection  with  him :  at 
**  Christmas  she  was  discharged— went  first  to 
''  the  house  of  Cooper  at  Graley,  and  thence  re- 
'•  moved  to  Newport  in  Shropshire  to  lie  in." 

This,  then,  is  the  mode  in  which  this  father  of 
a  family  seduces  this  poor  girl — the  attendant 
upon  his  own  children — almost  a  child  herself; 
and  these  are  the  sort  of  places  in  which  he 
carries  on  his  criminal  intercourse— in  a  brew- 
house,  laundry,  or  unfurnished  apartment  ad- 
joining the  stables — watching  when  the  other 
servants  were  out  of  the  way.  1  agree  with  what 
was  said  in  argument,  that  this  wholly  takes  ofi* 
the  improbability  that  he  was  connected  with 
his  dairy-maid  in  the  fowl-yard  or  shrubbery ;  or 
with  labourers'  wives  on  the  floors  of  their  own 
cottages. 

After  her  confinement  at  Newport^  Bradbury 
was  brought  back  to  the  neighbourhood  of  Tong 
Castle — to  **  the  house  in  the  wood,"  inhabited 
by  Doran,  and  there  Durant  kept  and  visited 
her,  and  she  again  became  pregnant :  she  was 
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1826.  then  sent  away  to  a  place  at  or  near  Wolver- 
hampton, and  in  March,  1810,  she  had  a  second 
child —  about  a  year  after  the  other.  After  the 
birth  of  the  second  child,  Bradbury  returned  to 
her  former  residence  at  Doran's — "  the  house  in 
"  the  wood" — where  she  remained  about  three 
months.  There  Durant  again  kept  her,  and  she 
again  became  pregnant:  she  then  removed  to 
Oker,  near  Wolverhampton,  and  was  there  de- 
livered of  a  third  child  in  December,  1811. 

It  might  seem  that  this  profligate  adultery 
hardly  admitted  of  aggravation,  but  it  is  aggra- 
vated.    Between  the  birth  of  Bradbury's  first 
and  second  child,  when  she  went  away  to  lie  in, 
he  formed  a  connection  with  her  successor;  the 
then  nursery-maid,   Elizabeth  Cliffe :  she  also 
became  pregnant,  and  she  was  brought  to  bed 
of  a  male  child  in  June,  1 809.     Durant  carried 
on  this  intercourse  in  his  own  house,  almost  in 
the  room  with  his  children :  he  was  discovered 
one  evening  on  a  bed  with  this  girl,  in  one  of 
the  spare  rooms  opposite  the  nursery,  without 
the  door  even  being  locked — and  so  barefaced 
was  his  conduct  towards  his  servants  (for  Mrs. 
Durant  was  then  absent),  that  the  nurse.  Boy- 
cott, in  the  presence  of  Rider,  the  witness,  re- 
proached him,  telling  him  that  **he  is  always 
after  her,"  and  pulled  him  away  from  the  bed 
and  from  Cliffe. — Conduct  more  immoral,  more 
degrading,    and    more    disgraceful — making  a 
brothel   of  his  own  house  with  the  attendant 
upon,  and  in  the  apartment  adjoining  that  of,  his 
children,  scarcely  disguising  his  guilt  from  his 
servants — can  hardly  be  imagined. 

The  fact  of  these  adulteries  is  fully   estab- 
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lished  :  the  defence  set  up  is,  condonation.     I        ^825. 
proceed  then  to  consider  the  proof  of  the  con-      arches 
donation,  not  deciding  the  question  whether  it      easter 
can  be  set  up  as  a  bar  without  being  pleaded,  un-       '^^• 
less  so  far  as  it  is  admitted  by  Mrs.  Durant's  case,      durant 

Mrs.  Durant,  in  her  libel,  states,  that  after      dur'aht. 
having  returned  in  consequence  of  Durant's,  con-  QuarT^tthtr 
trite  letter  in  1808 ;  yet  upon  discovering  the  ««ndon*«»<«'. 
renewal  of  the  adultery  with  Cliffe,  she  again,  in  »•  admitted  bj 
1810,  withdrew  to  her  father's  houseat  Seighford,  oao  bJt7t  op 
where  she  remained  a  month  ;   but  having  had  pie.^^^  ^^g^. 
an  interview  with  her  husband  there,  she  admits  *^  ^J** .'"  ^ 
that  she  agreed  to  cohabit  with  him  upon  condi-  Md  to  estop  a 
tion  of  his  quitting  Tong,  and  going  into  Devon-  Jl^tded.*" 
shire :  they  went  into  Devonshire,  and  she  never 
again   returned  to  Tong  till   1811,  as  already 
stated. 

Here  then  is  an  admission  of  condonation 
after  the  second  adultery  with  Bradbury,  and 
after  that  with  Cliffe  :  it  is  not,  however,  a  con- 
donation evincing  an  unfeeling  disregard  of  her 
rights,  and  insensibility  to  the  injury;  she 
deeply  feels  her  wrongs ;  she  duly  resents  them, 
and  she  properly  takes  the  most  prudent  means 
of  reclaiming  her  husband.  Even  her  return  in 
1811  was  under  circumstances  which  almost 
amounted  to  compulsion  and  necessity:  here 
also  is  an  admission  of  subsequent  cohabitation, 
but  here  is  no  admission  of  a  knowledge  of  the 
fresh  adultery  with  Bradbury. 

To  establish  condonation  of  that  third  adul- 
tery, and  thereby  to  bar  her  of  her  remedy,  there 
must  be  proof  that  she  was  aware  of  her  hus- 
band's renewed  misconduct ;  for  the  mere  fact 
of  subsequent  cohabitation  does  not  imply  for- 
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1826.       giveness,  nor  operate  as  a  bar,  unless  knowledge 
Arches      of  the  adultery  be  shown.     I  know  not  of  any 
ea8«r      ^^^  where  condonation  has  been  held  to  estop 
Term.       a  party  when  it  has  not  been  pleaded.     It  may 
DuRAMT      not  be  necessary  to  decide  whether,   if  there 
DuRANT.     were  clear  indisputable  evidence  of  a  condona- 
tion, it  might,  or  might  not,  operate  as  a  bar  even 
against  a  wife  without  being  pleaded  or  directly 
admitted :  but  all  the  authorities  show  that  it  is 
not  so  readily  presumed  as  a  bar  against  the 
coodoBatioD  u   wifc  as  agaiust  the  husband.     All  lay  down  (and 
Mt wTm  '    the  common  feelings  of  mankind  confirm  them) 
Sfjljf^*   that  it  is  the  veiy  reverse ;  that  the  injury  is 
•K^stthehofl.  different;   that  the  forgiveness  on  the  part  of 

the  wife,  especially  with  a  lai^e  family,  in  the 
hopes  of  reclaiming  her  husband,  is  meritorious ; 
while  a  similar  forgiveness  on  the  part  of  the 
husband  would  be  degrading  and  dishonourable. 
Without,  therefore,  advancing^  as  a  clear  rule, 
that  condonation  to  deprive  a  wife  of  redress 
must  actually  be  pleaded ;  yet  I  may  venture  to 
say,  that,  in  order  to  be  a  bar,  it  must  be  clearly 
and  distinctly  proved.  Knowledge  and  for- 
giveness are  not  legally  to  be  presumed. 

How  then  stands  the  proof  of  this  condona- 
tion? In  the  first  place,  Mrs.  Durant  was  not 
at  Tong  during  any  part  of  this  third  adulterous 
intercourse  with  Bradbury :  she  was  either  in 
Devonshire,  at  Bath,  or  in  London:  for  the 
child  was  born  in  December,  1811.  Bradbury 
was  at  the  house  in  the  wood  only  three  months, 
so  that  she  was  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Tong  only 
during  the  spring  of  1811,  and  long  before  Mrs. 
Durant's  return  in  August,  1811,  had  been  re- 
moved to  many  miles  distant,  where  she  after- 
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wards  resided,  and  continued  to  reside.  Du- 
rant  was  so  cautious  to  keep  the  birth  of  this 
child  from  the  knowledge  of  his  ^vife,  that  he 
never  afterwards  would  allow  Bradbury  to  come 
into  the  neighbourhood ;  and  Bradbury  swears, 
and  it  is  relied  upon  by  Durant,  '*  that  she  never 
"  had  intercourse  with  and  never  spoke  to  him 
"  afterthe  birth  of  this  last  child.'.'  Rider  deposes, 
*'  that  Bradbury  wished  to  see  Durant,  but  that  he 
*'  said  it  would  be  his  ruin  if  he  was  seen  talking 
"  to  her."  Rider  by  error  states  the  time  to  be 
about  1816  or  1817,  but  it  must  have  been  con- 
siderably later.  Doran,  the  wife,  describes 
Bradbury  as  coming  to  the  wood  and  wishing 
to  see  Durant  much  later,  for  she  says  "  she  had 
**  left  her  house  ten  or  twelve  years  before :"  so 
does  Doran,  the  husband ;  and  the  warrant 
against  Bradbury  is  dated  in  1820.  So  that  there 
is  no  trace  of  Bradbury's  having  been  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Tong  after  Mrs.  Durant  re- 
turned there  in  1811,  or  of  Mrs.  Durant  ever 
afterwards  having  seen  her,  before  the  final 
separation:  and  yet  the  whole  relied  upon  to 
prove  the  most  important  fact —  namely,  Mrs. 
Durant's  knowledge  of  this  subsequent  adultery 
— is  a  single  passage  in  Bradbury's  evidence, 
when  in  answer  to  the  sixty-ninth  interrogatory 
she  says :  '^  that  Mrs.  Durant  did  upbraid  her 
**  with  the  birth  of  the  children  mentioned  in  her 
'^  deposition  in  chief:  "  not  stating  when,  where, 
nor  in  what  terms.  In  her  deposition  in  chief 
she  has  mentioned  having  had  three  children, 
and  it  is  assumed  that  Mrs.  Durant  must  have 
referred  to  all  three,  and  must  have  upbraided 
Bradbury  for  having  had  all  those  children  by 
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Durant,  and  that  this  took  place  before  the 
separation.  This  alone  is  to  prove  Mis.  Du- 
rant's  knowledge  of  the  third  adultery,  and  to 
prove,  without  pleading  it  and  against  every 
probability,  that  Mrs.  Durant  ever  saw  Brad- 
bury after  her  return  to  Tongin  1811,  before  the 
final  separation ;  for  if  this  happened  after,  it 
would  be  no  condonation.  If  I  was  obliged  to 
decide  the  case  on  this  point  alone,  I  should  be 
strongly  disposed  to  hold,  that  there  was  not 
that  proof  of  a  knowledge  of  the  subsequent 
adultery  upon  which  condonation  could  be  bot- 
tomed as  a  bar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  wife 
from  as  profligate  and  degrading  an  injury,  of 
the  nature  complained  of,  as  could  well  be 
brought  before  any  tribunal. 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  on  this  point  alone. 
Here  are  subsequent  adulteries  chained,  to 
which  it  is  not  suggested  that  condonation  ap- 
plies :  and  if  either  of  these  subsequent  adulte- 
ries be  proved,  it  is  clear  that  the  earlier  adul- 
tery revives  and  forms  an  aggregate  upon  which 
relief  must  be  granted  to  the  injured  wife. 

The  parties  continued,  as  has  been  already 
stated,  to  cohabit  till  April  1817.  The  next 
adultery  is  laid  in  the  seventh  article  of  the  libel 
to  have  been  committed  with  Mary  Dyke,  and 
on  that  article  two  witnesses  have  been  ex- 
amined— Jane  Rider  and  Esther  Hampton. 
Their  own  evidence  is  to  this  effect :  "  Jane 
"  Rider  was  born  on  Mr.  Durant's  estate  —  she 
"  and  her  husband  (who  was  a  tailor,  and  to 
"  whose  evidence  I  have  referred)  were  em- 
"  ployed  by,  and  rented  two  cows  of,  Durant; 
^'  these  cows  used  to  come  with  Durant*s  to  be 
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"  milked  near  the  fowl-yard.  Mary  Dyke  was 
"  the  dairy-maid;  she  was  a  neighbour's  daugh- 
"  ter  whom  the  deponent  had  known  from  her 
**  childhood ;  one  day  the  deponent  was  told  by 
"  Durant's  upper  servant  not  to  milk  her  cows 
"  by  the  fowl-yard,  but  at  another  spot  near  an 
**  elm  tree  in  the  park  ;  a  day  or  two  after  she 
**  saw  Dyke  for  the  first  time  fetching  the  cows 
'*  out  of  the  park  ;  a  thought  struck  her  to  go 
"  and  see  what  was  going  on  at  the  fowl-yard : 
"  looking  through  a  hole  in  the  wall  she  was 
**  much  surprised  to  see  Dyke  standing  against 
"  the  wall  with  her  face  to  her  and  Durant  very 
"  near  her  with  his  back  towards  her,  the  wit- 
"  ness; — they  were  quite  alone  —  the  witness 
"  was  frightened,  and  came  away  directly  — 
"  and  went  again  to  the  elm  tree."  Such  is 
Jane  Rider's  evidence. 

Esther  Hampton  was  the  cook  at  Tong  Castle : 
"  she  often  saw  Durant  behaving  in  a  familiar 
"  way  and  toying  with  Dyke,  throwing  his  arms 
"  round  her  neck  when  they  were  alone  in  the 
**  dairy.  One  day,  a  few  days  before  she  left 
"  the  service,  which  was  on  the  8th  of  July, 
"  about  three  o'clock — the  usual  dinner-time  — 
"  she  had  dished  up  dinner:  the  servant  said 
'' '  his  master  was  not  at  home ' ;  she  said  ^  she 
"  would  find  him' —  having  a  few  minutes  before 
"  seen  her  master  pass  the  window,  and  a  short 
"  time  before  that  having  seen  Dyke  at  some 
"  distance,  each  going  in  a  direction  to  meet  at  a 
"  particular  point;  she  went  to  an  avenue  at  the 
"  back  of  the  castle,  where  she  suspected  she 
*^  should  find  them  together ;  she  did  find  them 
"  in  the  act  of  adultery ; "  which  she  describes. 
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If  these  witnesses  are  believed,  here  is  adul 
tery  proved.  In  considering  the  probability 
of  the  story  and  the  credit  of  the  witnesses,  I 
must  take  the  whole  case  together ;  and  then, 
looking  at  the  connection  with  the  two  nursery 
maids,  is  this  account  of  his  adultery  with  the 
dairy-maid  improbable?  Not  in  the  least. 
Remembering  the  order  for  Rider  to  .milk  her 
cows  in  a  different  plaoe — this  order  conveyed 
by  the  upper  servant,  who  afterwards  fathers 
Dyke's  child,  and  who  might  be  a  very  c<mve- 
nient  person  to  Mr.  Durant  on  this  and  other 
occasions  for  various*  purposes — has  any  per- 
son much  doubt  what  was  the  object  of  Durant's 
meeting  Dyke  in  the  fowl-yard?  though,  if  that 
were  the  only  circumstance,  it  might  not  be  suf- 
ficient proof  of  adultery  being  then  and  there 
committed.  But  let  us  look  at  the  rest  of  the 
history. 

It  was  argued  that  the  time  and  place  spoken 
to  by  Hampton  are  improbable.  As  to  the  time; 
not  calculating  it  perhaps  very  nicely,  he  would 
select  it,  supposing  that  the  servants  were  en- 
gaged in  preparing  for  dinner,  for  with  Brad- 
bury in  the  laundry  and  brewhouse  he  watched 
his  opportunity  when  the  servants  were  out  of 
the  way :  as  to  the  place ;  on  other  occasions  he 
was  not  very  choice — among  the  trees  in  a 
summer's  day  with  the  dairy-maid  is  not  more 
improbable  than  in  out-of-doors'  offices  with  the 
nursery-maid  :  as  to  the  credit  of  the  witnesses ; 
Durant,  though  well  knowing  them,  has  not 
ventured  to  except  against  their  general  charac- 
ter :  Hampton  has  had  a  child ;  but,  with  the 
example  of  Durant  to  countenance  her,  that  is 
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no  great  discredit  at  Tong  Castle — chastity  was 
not  there,  with  such  a  pattern  as  the  master  and 
head  of  the  family  afforded,  a  virtue  much  to  be 
expected  or  in  high  estimation  ;  and  the  fact  of 
Dyke's  having  had  a  child,  which  was  laid  to 
this  convenient  upper  servant,  does  not  go  far  to 
show  that  the  master  had  no  criminal  intercourse, 
whoever  might  be  the  actual  father.  After,  then, 
considering  fully  all  the  observations  made  by 
counsel,  I  find  it  very  difficult  to  withhold  my 
belief  and  conviction  of  the  truth  of  this  indi- 
vidual charge.    If  this  be  so,  it  becomes  unne- 
cessary to  enter  into  much  detail  of  the  other 
two  charges  with  the  two  labourers'  wives  in 
their  respective  cottages,i  for  of  this  adultery 
with  Dyke  there  is  no  attempt  to  allege  condo- 
nation, and  the  former  adulteries  therefore  would 
be  revived. 

The  three  Blakemores  do  certainly  not  stand 
high  in  point  of  credit,  but  their  characters  have 
not  been  fairly  attacked  and  put  in  issue  by 
plea:  had  that  been  done>  they  either  might 
have  been  supported,  or  the  accusations  them- 
selves might  have  been  corroborated  by  other 
witnesses.  The  improbability  of  the  conversa- 
tion between  James  and  the  female  Blakemore 
is  not  very  great,  considering  the  lax  morals  of 
the  neighbourhood,  considering  that  James  her- 
self had  a  child  before  marriage,  and  the  sort 
of  vanity  which  she,  being  of  loose  charac- 
ter and  habits,  might  feel  in  being  so  noticed  by 
the  Squire  of  Tong  Castle :  she  might  think  it 
matter  rather  of  boast  than  of  concealment  and 
shame.  As  to  the  place,  again — the  floor  of 
the  cottage  —Mr.  Durant  might  be  as  well  satis- 
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fied  with  that,  as  with  the  floor  of  the  brewhouse 
or  laundry. 

The  circumstance  that  makes  the  most  im- 
pression on  my  mind,  as  aflecting  the  truth  of 
these  charges,  is,  that  Blakemore  should  upon 
both  occasions  happen  to  come  into  the  cottage 
just  at  the  exact  time  :  such  a  coincidence  may 
possibly  have  happened,  but  it  raises  considerable 
doubt  as  to  the  reality  of  a  story,  coming  from 
witnesses  not  wholly  unshaken   in  credit.    If 
this  were  the  only  proof  of  adultery ;  if  there 
were  no  other  charges  established ;  if,  up  to  this 
time,  Durant's  conduct  had  been  ummpeached 
as  a  father  and  a  husband,  I  should  not  have 
ventured  to  pronounce  a  sentence  on   the  evi- 
dence of  the  Blakemores ;  but  the  whole  history 
standing  a,s  it  does,  makes  it  scarcely  necessary 
to  place  much  weight,  or  to  come  to  any  decisive 
opinion,  upon  these  two  charges ;  they  may  or 
they  may  not  be  true ;  but  being  spoken  to  by 
such  witnesses  and  of  such  a  person,  I  should 
be  more   disposed  to  say  "  not  proven  "  than 
"  not  guilty ; "  for  I  am  far  from  being  satisfied 
that  it  is  fabricated,  still  less  that  it  is  suborned 
evidence.     If  Blakemore  has  been  to  Seighford, 
he  has  also  been  to  Tong  Castle,  for  his  account 
on  the  thirty-sixth  interrogatory,  of  the  agents 
of  Durant,  and  of  Durant  himself  having  him, 
together  with  Starkey,  up  to  Tong  Castle,  though 
not  adding  to  the  credit  of  the  witness,  does  not 
exhibit  conduct  quite  proper  in  the  party  against 
whom  he  was  about  to  be  produced  as  a  material 
witness.      The  influence,  which  Durant  must 
have  over  the  class  of  witnesses,  who  alone  could 
be  the  persons  capable  of  proving  the  adultery 
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charged,  renders  their  evidence  not  the  less  cre- 
dible. It  is  true  that  Mrs.  Durant  did  not  sepa- 
rate herself  on  the  ground  of  his  adultery :  she 
was  not  aware  of  the  extent  of  it ;  and  this 
brings  me  to  the  account  of  the  separation  and 
the  subsequent  history. 

In  the  latter  end  of  April,  1817,  Mrs.  Durant 
being  at  Seighford  with  her  father,  who  was  ill, 
and  her  sister.  Miss  Eld,  and  another  lady  being 
at  Tong  Castle,  Durant  charged  his  wife  with 
impropriety  of  conduct  with  the  tutor  of  his 
children.  Mrs.  Durant  on  hearing  it  immediately 
returned  to  Tong  Castle,  accompanied  by  her 
two  brothers ;  and  Mr.  Slaney,  a  friend  of  Du- 
rant's,  being  called  in,  the  matter  was  investi- 
gated, and  Durant  declared  himself  perfectly 
satisfied;  but  the  tutor  left  the  family.  Not- 
withstanding this,  Durant  in  a  few  days  after- 
wards ordered  his  doors  to  be  shut  against  his 
wife,  stated  to  Slaney  that  he  had  proofs  of  her 
criminality,  and  desired  she  would  attend  at 
Slaney 's  house,  not  at  Tong  Castle,  to  exculpate 
herself:  she  indignantly  declined,  and  by  Du- 
rant's  orders  his  doors  continued  to  be  shut 
against  her.  He  has  ever  since  persisted  in  the 
same  insinuations,  inquiring  in  his  interroga- 
tories, whether  she  has  not  kept  up  an  inter- 
course with  this  tutor  and  supplied  him  with 
money  ;  and  even  at  the  hearing  has  instructed 
his  counsel  to  persevere  in  the  same  species  of 
suggestions  ;  but  he  has  never  brought  forward 
the  charge  in  any  specific  and  tangible  shape, 
and  the  Court  is  bound  in  common  justice  to 
consider  it  a;s  perfectly  groundless,  and  to  say  in 
the  words  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  case  of  Soil- 


1825. 

Arches 

Court, 

Easter 

Tknu, 


Durant 

V, 

Durant. 


760  SUPPLEMENT, 

1826.  leux  V.  Soilleux,  (a)  when  observing  on  similar 
Arches  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  "  This  is  a 
raotm  "  continuation  of  the  atrocious  conduct  which 
TwM.  ««  has  marked  the  character  of  this  man  through- 
DuiAifT  "  out."  The  terms  are  not  inapplicable  on  the 
DuEAiiT.     present  occasion. 

Upon  these  events  in  1817  the  wife  did  not 
immediately  resort  to  the  present  suit.     A  deed 
had  been  executed  by  Durant  in  1809/  by  which 
he  bound  himself  to  allow  his  wife  £500  a  year 
in  case  she  should  at  any  time  choose*  to  live 
separate,  and  to  support  one  of  iht  children. 
An  action  was  brought  in  the  nanie  of  the  trus- 
tee upon  this  deed  to  recover  the  allowa&oe  v  in 
the  first  instance  a  verdict  was  obtained,  bot 
upon  a  writ  of  error  the  decision  was  reversed ;  (6) 
Botering  ioto  a  shc  thcu  rcsortcd  to  the  present  suiti    The  pro- 
oni'^tioi***  ceeding  under  that  deed  was  no  legal  bar  to  this 
IISuOTOT^hft"  ^^''  ^^^  ^^®  i'  appear  to  bear  unfaTOurably 
deed  do  not     upou  thc  casc  of  Ac  wifc.    After  this  charge, 

bar  ft  wife  from      J  i       •  /•  i_  •       i_  j      u- 

proceeding  for  ft  aitcr  an  cxclusiou  from  his  house  and  ms 
sp'iHtMi  Court!  society,  could  she  wish  to  return  degraded  and 
nor  bear  anfa-  insultcd   to   her  twclvc  childrcu  and  her   ser- 

Toorablj  on  her 

caae.  vants  ?     Hcr  object  could  alone  be  to  procure 

a  subsistence  in  a  state  of  separation,  either 
under  the  deed  or  by  the  present  suit :  there 
was  no  other  alternative ;  and  if  that  object 
could  at  once  be  obtained  under  the  deed  it  was 
natural  and  not  improper  that  she  should  try 
that  method,  rather  than  proclaim  the  miscon- 
duct of  the  father  of  her  children  by  a  detailed 
disclosure  of  it  in  such  a  proceeding  as  the  pre- 
sent. It  is  no  bar  to  the  suit ;  it  is  no  acquies- 
cence in  her  injuries — it  was  rather  meritorious 

(a)  I  Consistory  Rep.  378.     (6)  Titley  ▼.  Duntnt,  7  Price,  677- 
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to  abstain  from  the  exposure  of  her  husband's       ib25. 


domestic  profligacy,  till  driven  to  it  by  necessity      archbs 
as  her  only  remaining  remedy.  ^Z^^ 

In   the  course   of  the  argument  the  Court      "f^- 
threw  out  whether  if  the  condonation  took  off      durakt 
the  effect  of  the  admitted  adultery  and  the  sub-      dubamt. 
sequent  adultery  were  not  proved,  this  ground- 
less charge  against  the  wife  and  shutting  his 
doors  against  her,  would  not  do  away  the  effect 
of  the  condonation  and  revive  her  title  to  legal 
relief :  it  may  perhaps  be  unnecessary  to  decide 
upon  the  poi&t,  as  I  am  satisfied  that  adultery 
subsequent  to  the  established  condonatjion  is 
proved ;  but  it  may  not  be  fitting  wholly  to  pass 
by  this  point. 

Some  propositions  seem  to  be  admitted : 

First,  that  condonation  is  accompanied  with  condonttion  u 

1*     1  i<^*  forffiveneM  with 

an  implied  condition.  an  implied  ooo- 

Secondly,  that  the  condition  implied  is  that  g,^^  *}|^\  ^^ 

the  iniurv  shall  not  be  repeated.  b«  repeated,  wid 

Thirdly,  that  a  repetition  at  least  of  the  same  part/  sbaii  be 

injury,  does  away  the  condonation  and  revives  oo,!jng*i'i^ind. 

the  former  injury.  "!*V  *»»^"*''* 

J      J  -  of  the  coDdition 

So  far  the  propositions  are  clear :  but  must  *>»•  ^%^^  *<»  • 

•         .     .  T_  /.  *i  .  i_  J    .       remedy  for  the 

the  injury  be  oi  the  same  sort  —  be  proved  in  former  iojanes 

the  same  clear  manner — be  sufficient  per  se  to  "''*^"' 

found  a  separation  ?     If  nothing  but  clear  proof 

of  actual  adultery  will  do  away  condonation  of 

adultery,   the   rule   of  revival  becomes  nearly 

useless,   for  the  revival  is  unnecessary.     The 

only  possible  way  in  which  the  former  adultery 

could  bear  would  be  in,  possibly,  inducing  the 

Court  to  give  some  slight  additional  alimony : 

but  it  could  not  bear  even  in  that  way  when  the 

suit  is  brought  by  the  husband ;  in  which  case, 
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1826.       of  course,  there  would  be  no  question  of  perma- 
AscHEs      nent  alimony.    It  appears,  therefore,  hardly  to 
eastS      ^^  consistent  with  common  sense,   that  clear 
Term.      proof  of  an  actual  fact  of  subsequent  adultery 
dorTnt      should  be  necessary  to  remove  the  bar :  some- 
DvuAVT.     thing  short  would  be  sufficient,  and  it  seemed 
almost  admitted,  though  no  direct  authority  was 
adduced  in  support  of  the  position,  that  solicita- 
tion of  chastity  would  remove  the  effect  of  con- 
donation of  adultery,  but  still  it  was  maintained 
that  it  must  be  "  an  injury  ejusdem  generis'^ 

It  is  difficult  to  accede  to  the  good  sense  even 
of  that  principle,  or  to  suppose  that  the  implied 
condition  upon  which  the  forgiveness  takes  place, 
could  be,  "  You  may  treat  me  with  every  de- 
'*  gree  of  insult  and  harshness — nay  with  ac- 
'*  tual  cruelty,  and  I  bar  myself  from  all  remedy 
"  for  your  profligate  adultery — only  do  not  again 
"  commit  adultery  or  any  thing  tending  to  adul- 
"  tery :"  the  result  of  the  argument  is,  that 
this  must  be  supposed  to  be  the  condition  im- 
plied when  condonation  of  adultery  takes  place. 
The  plainer  reason  and  the  good  sense  of  the 
implied  condition  is,  that  "  you  shall  not  only 
**  abstain  from  adultery,  but  shall  in  future  treat 
"  me — in  every  respect  treat  me  (to  use  the  words 
"  of  the  law)  *  with  conjugal  kindness' — on  this 
"  condition  I  will  overlook  the  past  injuries  you 
"  have  done  me." 

This  principle,  however,  does  not  rest  wholly 
on  its  own  apparent  good  sense,  but  the  Court 
has  authority  to  support  it.  It  has  been  held 
that  cruelty  will  revive  adultery.  The  case  of 
Worsley  v.  Worsley  (a)  was  read  by  the  Court 

(a)  Vide  supr^,  p.  734.  and  infrk,  p.  7M. 
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in  the  course  of  the  argument,  and  the  Court 
has  no  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness  of  the 
note.  If  this  cause  had  turned  upon  that  autho- 
rity alone,  I  might  have  thought  it  necessary 
myself  to  look  through  the  original  papers,  but 
knowing  the  accuracy  of  the  quarter  from  which 
this  note  came,  and  still  more»  finding  that  case 
fully  investigated,  and  the  principle  recognized 
by  another  very  high  authority,  in  the  case  of 
D'Aguilar  v.  D'Aguilar,  I  have  contented  myself 
with  what  I  have  already  quoted  respecting  the 
decision  of  Worsley . 

I  advert  to  the  case  of  D'Aguilar  also  for 
another  purpose,  viz.  to  set  right  a  misconcep- 
tion, which  seems  to  have  arisen,  that  it  was 
there  laid  down  by  my  Lord  Stowell  that  the  re- 
viving cruelty  must  be  sufficient  per  se  to  be 
the  ground  of  a  sentence ;  and  if  that  great  Judge 
had  solemnly  laid  down  such  a  proposition  I 
should  have  much  diffidence  and  hesitation  in 
dissenting.  The  passage,  to  which  I  am  about  to 
refer,  is  to  be  found  in  the  Consistory  Reports,  a 
collection  of  most  valuable  judgments ;  biU  it  is 
not  in  one  of  the  cases  reported  in  the  body  of  the 
work;  it  is  only  stated  in  a  note.  The  pas- 
sage stands  thus : 

It  is  said,  ''  that  though  condonation  might 
^^  be  taken  away  by  subsequent  facts,  they 
**  must  not  be  slender  facts,  but  such  as  would 
''  be  sufficient  to  found  a  sentence :  this  is  the 
''  true  rule.  But  I  think  the  facts  pleaded  are 
''  such  as  might  avail  substantively,  and  there- 
**  fore  revive  the  ancient  facts."  (a)  This  was 
merely  on  debating  a  plea,  when  dicta  may  be 

(«)  D'Aguilar  v.  D'Aguilar,  I  Consistory  Rep.  184.  mrtU. 
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stated  with  less  precision,  and  are  more  easily 
misapprehended,  more  especially  as  the  point 
did  not  require  decision,  there  being  actual  sub- 
sequent cruelty  pleaded:  but,  upon  looking  at 
the  sentence,  I  jfind  that  distinguished  individual 
lays  down  a  different  doctrine,  namely,  that 
less  will  revive  former  acts  than  would  found  a 

sentence. 

He  says,  "  A  question  has  been  raised  in  ar- 
"  gument,  whether  acts  of  adultery  revive  acts  of 
"  cruelty  ?  and  a  case  has  been  cited  in  which  it 
"  was  decided  by  Dr.  Henchman,  who  I  always 
"  understood  was  one  of  the  most  judicious  prac- 
"  titioners  who  ever  presided  here,  that  acts  of 
"  cruelty  revived  acts  of  adultery  before  con- 
*•  doned.  The  case  is  Worsley  v.  Worsley.  I 
"  have  had  it  looked  up.  It  never  proceeded  to 
"  sentence ;  but  the  allegation  was  admitted 
"  after  an  opposition.  It  alleges,  that  the  par- 
"  ties  were  married  in  1712;  that  the  husband 
"  treated  the  wife  with  cruelty ;  that  he  com- 
"  mitted  adultery  in  1720;  and,  in  1728,  the 
"  parties  were  living  together,  for  acts  of  cruelt}^ 
"  are  then  stated.  I  presume,  then,  the  objection 
"  taken  was,  that  after  1720  they  were  living  to- 
"  gether,  and  the  only  ground  on  which  the  Court 
"  could  admit  the  act  of  adultery  was,  that  it 
*'  was  revived  by  the  cruelty.  The  Court,  how- 
"  ever,  overruled  the  objection.  It  has  then  been 
"  considered  in  this  Court,  that  circumstances 
•*  may  take  off  the  effect  of  condonation 
**  which  would  not  support  an  original  cause. 
"  Facts  of  cruelty  revive  adultery,  though  they 
"  would  not  support  an  original  suit  for  it.  The 
*'  condonation,  in  this  case,  is  such,  that  it  is 
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**  hardly  necessary  to  resort  to  the  authority  of 
**  Worsley,  but  it  confirms  the  doctrine,  that 
**  facts  would  revive  which  would  not  be  a  suf- 
**  ficient  ground  for  an  original  proceeding.  It 
**  is  held  that  words  of  heat  and  passion,  of  inci- 
"  vility,  or  reproach,  are  not  alone  sufficient  for 
**  an  original  cause ;  nor  harshness  of  behaviour : 
**  but  I  cannot  but  think  that  their  operation 
"  would  be  stronger  in  condonation.  Words, 
"  otherwise  of  heat,  receive  a  different  interpre- 
"  tation  if  upon  former  occasions  they  have 
**  been  accompanied  with  acts ;  if  it  is  ap- 
**  parent  that  the  party  was  in  the  habit  of 
**  following  up  words  with  blows :  and  on  these 
^'  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  much  less  is  suffi- 
*'  cient  to  destroy  condonation  than  to  found  an 
**  original  suit." (a) 

Under  these  authorities  I  am  inclined  to 
hold :  first,  that  cruelty  will  revive  adultery : 
and  secondly,  that  less  is  necessary  to  revive 
than  to  found  an  original  sentence. 

The  same  doctrine  is  maintained  by  the  same 
eminent  judge  in  Popkin  v.  Popkin.(4)     "  The 

(a)  D'Aguilar  v.  D^Aguilar,  Consistory,  Mich.  T.  1794. 
See  a  note  of  the  judgment  in  this  case,  post^  p.  773. 

(b)  In  Popkin  v,  Popkin,  the  libel,  after  pleading  the  marriage 
in  1778,  charged  the  husband  with  general  intoxication;  habitu- 
ally frequenting  brothels ;-  associating  with  common  prostitutes  at 
Bethune  and  at  Lisle ;  attempts  to  debauch  his  women-servants 
in  his  own  house ;  an  act  of  adultery  **  on  an  evening  happening 
**  in  1787,  or  the  beginning  of  1788,  with  a  young  woman,  the 
**  servant  of  a  milliner  at  Lisle,  and  that  he  afterwards  continued 
**  his  improper  intercourse  with  her,  and  confessed  the  same  to 
"  Mr.  Montgomery ;"  two  specific  violent  acts  of  cruelty  in 
January  and  June  1784;  and  general  cruelty  from  April  to 
August  1784;  venereal  disease  in  1789;  and  up  to  December 
1790,  and  his  confessions ;  his  attempts  to  sleep  in  the  same 
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^^^'       "  principal  objection  raised,  is,  that  a  condona- 
Arches      "  appears  on  the  face  of  the  libel.     Bnt  it  is 

Court, 

Term.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  vf'i(e,  and,  that  on  her  refusal,  he  became  vic^ently 
enraged,  made  use  of  many  outrageous  and  dreadful  menaces 
to  compel  her,  and,  on  one  occasion,  at  Lisle,  in  September 
DORANT.  1990,  **  be  seiied  her  in  his  arms,  and  forcibly  dragged  her 
•howiT^e  **  ^®"S  towards  his  bed ;  that  she  disengaged  herself,  and  im- 
impossible  of  **  mediately  ran  down  stairs,  undressed,  into  a  room  where  wa» 
proof.  2nd,  that  .«  a  gentkman  sitting,  her  husband's  relation ;  that  her  husband 

It  cTiaeotij  ap-   ^    »  {,         ji*  • 

poars  from  the        followed  her  into  the  parlour,  when  she  fell  on  her  knees, 

^h"**  ?'*■****       "  intreated  him  to  desist,  promising  to  return  to  his  bed  as  soon 

oomplalnbg  has  "  w  he  wovld  satisfy  her  he  was  cured."     The  libel  fottlier 

barred  herself,    charged  similar  conduct  on  seyeral  successire  nights ;  and  that 

in  consequence  of  such  conduct,  she,  on  the  Gth  of  January 

1791,  while  he  was  absent  in  England,  quitted  his  house  (which 

he  had  hitherto  prevented)  and  had  never  lived  or  cohabited 

with  him  since  August  1790. 

Dr.  Arnold  and  Dr,  Swabey,  in  support  of  the  libel. 
Dr.  Nicholl  and  Dr.  Laurence,  coittr^. 

Per  Curiam. 
Sir  William  ScOtT  (Lord  Stowell). 

'*  This  Kbcl  is  offered  in  a  suit  for  the  adultery  and  cnielty  of 
the  husband.  It  is  objected  to  m  ioto:  but  I  can  reject  tfi  toio 
only  on  one  of  two  grounds : — 1.  That  the  story,  on  the  face  of 
it,  shows  a  false  case  which  cannot  be  proved.  2.  That  it 
evidently  appears,  from  the  facts  pleaded,  that  the  party  com- 
plaining has  barred  herself. 

"  A  plea  cannot  be  rejected  as  false,  unless  it  is  manifest 
that  it  is  impossible  to  prove  it.  Improbability  is  not  suffi- 
cient :  it  must  be  shewn  it  cannot  be  proved  by  any  possibility. 
It  is  not  here  contended  that  proof  is  impossible,  but  that  it  b 
improbable.  The  delay  is  accounted  for  by  facts  suggested  by 
themselves,  viz.  the  absence  of  the  husband  out  of  the  king- 
dom, and  the  derangement  of  his  circumstances.  This  is  suf- 
ficient of  itself;  but  in  fact  there  has  been  no  delay;  for  the 
citation  was  taken  out  long  before  it  could  be  served.  But 
Meretimff  is  no  mere  time  is  no  bar  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  as  various  reasons 

bar  io  the  ease       ^    induce  her  to  submit.     Mere  flux  of  time  is  no  condona- 

of  a  wooiali.  ^  _ 

tion ;  neither  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  nor  on  the  libd, 
does  it  appear  that  there  is  any  impossibility  of  proof. 
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^'  not  proyed  that  acts  of  adultery  will  not  revive      ibs5. 
**  cruelty,  nor  that  acts  of  cruelty  will  not  revive      arches 

Court, 
''  The  principal  otjedum  raised  is,  that  a  condonatum       Easter 

appears  on  the  face  of  the  libel;  but  it  is  not  proved,  that         * 

aetB  ofadmiiery  will  not  revive  cruelip,  nor  that  acts  of  cruelty       Duramt 
wUl  not  revive  adultery.  It  may  be  true,  that,  under  a  cita-      pob'amt. 

tion  for  adultety,  you  might  not  originally  plead  facte  of         

crueUy,  nor  vice  vered  ;  but  I  do  not  know  that  it  has  been  held  '^^^^^^^^ 
the  two  are  so  elightly  connected ,  that  one  will  not  revive  tke  other,  affected  with 

No  such  case  has  been  cited  nor  do  I  know  that  suck  has  been  ^wieml  dU- 

esse,  to  force 
the  doctrine  of  this  Court :  1  have  rather  understood  otherwise ;  hU  wile  to  bis 

and  the  case  of  Worsley  v,  Worsley,  quoted  by  Dr,  Swabey,  is  bed^isofamix- 
an  authority  in  point,  (a)    //  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  decided  |-  l^jieliyvSi' 
opinion  here,  as  the  fact  of  revival  is  of  a  mixed  maturCp  partly  parti  j  erideMe 
cruelty,  and  partly  evidence  of  adultery ,  and  woiM  revive  ^ouldrenoTe 
either,  oondonatlen  of 

**  It  is  said,  the  only  specific  act  of  adnltery  is  charged  in  the  «^^'>^* 
8th  article,  in  the  year  1787.    It  is  sot  shown  this  was  known  '^J^**  ^^ 
to  the  wife  :  it  might  be  secret;  of  course,  then,  she  could  not  forgiTeoeit  of 
forgive  it    It  would  be  matter  of  defence  to  prove  that  she  ^"Jj^^  ^^^ 
was  acquainted  with  the  fact,  and  forgave  him.    The  12tfa  ^i^  ^o  be  pro?- 
artide  states,  that  he  was  violently  afflicted  with  venereal  dis*  «d« 
ease,  and  attempted  to  sleep  with  his  wife,  and  thus  communi* 
cate  it  to  her.    Whether  this  disease  is  evidence  of  adultery 
may  depend  upon  circumstances,  such  as  length  of  time  since 
the  marriage.     If  it  shows  itself  soon  after  the  marriage,  it 
might  be  hard  to  say  that  it  would  be  proof  of  adultery.    Here  Venereal  dit- 
the  parties  have  been  married  twelve  years ;  and  thoufffa  possi-  ^**^  }^^^  .^^^ 

,.         .1.1.       ...Ill  1.  lit       mamage  m  pn- 

bly  It  might  be  lymg  in  the  blood  so  long,  yet  this  would  be  mdfaeU  e?i- 
matter  of  defence,  and  to  be  proved.     Under  such  circum-  <^«do«  ^^  ^^^' 
stances  it  is  primA  facie  evidence  of  adultery.  "^' 

But  it  is  said,  **  here  is  a  condonation  ;  for  the  wife  promised  A  conditioorf 
**  she  would  return  to  his  bed,  when  she  was  satisfied  he  was  onder 'force and 
**  cured.''    This  declaration,  however,  was  made  under  force  Tiolence,  is  no 
and  violence,  and  to  relieve  herself  from  his  attacks.     The  pro-  ^^  tradition  b 
inise  was  merely  conditional,  and  thai  condition  was  never  not  fulfilled, 
fulfilled.     The  husband  has  a  right  to  the  person  of  his  wife, 
but  not  if  her  health  is  endangered.     It  is  impossible  to  say 
that  this  is  such  a  condonation  as  will  bar  adnltery  diarged  on 
the  husband. 

(a)  Wwslej  w.  Woralej,  sapi*,  7S4. 
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"  adulteiy.    It  may  be  true  thE 
"  tion  for  adultery,  yon  migh 

"  Oa  the  charge  of  cniel^,  it  is  said  tl 
mcls  of  cruelty  in  twelve  yean :  if  only  i 
of  an  inflamed  nature,  and  wu  sufficient 
ror  in  the  wife,  she  would  not  be  barred.i 
diere  are  not  other  intermediate  acta  w 
plead  if  necessary ;  but  she  would  be  i 
sufficient  facts  without  loading  her  cast 
circumstances. 

"  The  acta  of  violence  are  not  objeci 
she  consented  to  live  with  him.  It  is  nol 
for  the  wife  to  withdraw  from  cohabitation 
instance  of  misconduct.  It  is  legal  anc 
submit  to  no  inconsiderable  degree  of 
patient  as  long  as  possible.  Such  forbeai 
to  weaken  her  title  to  relief.  But  here,  ci 
to  the  latest  period  of  the  cohsbitation ; 
his  wife  to  his  bed  when  he  was  Tiolentl 
real  disease.  It  is  not  necessary,  when 
violence  by  an  overt  act,  to  wait  till  it  is 
cution.  Here  be  attempted  to  draw  I 
infected  with  venereal  disease;  an  injury 
kind,  and  attempted  in  the  most  imprope 
It  has  been  said,  that  he  was  unconsciouf 
is  for  him  to  show  ;  though  it  is  improl 
he  should  succeed  in  establishing  his  ign< 
of  opinion,  that  as  this  disease  conlinu 
quitting  cohabitation  on  the  6th  of  January 
down  sufficiently,  revives  former  acts,  a 
tion  of  condonation.  1  overrule  without 
grounds  of  objection." 

In  remarking  upon  the  particular  objec 
Court  said  :  — "  The  attempts  to  debauci 
vanta  was  a  strong  act  of  cruelty;  pcrhap 
to  divorce,  but  which  might  weigh,  in  con 
as  an  act  of  considerable  indignity  and 
feelings.  The  attempt  to  make  a  brothel  < 
brutal  conduct  of  which  the  wife  had  a  ri 


(a)  Sh  Holdan  t.  Hddcn,  1  CoDtia 
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"  plead  facts  of  cruelty,  nor  vice  versd;  but  I       ^^^' 
**  do  not  know  that  it  has  been  held  the  two      archbs 
'^  are  so  slightly  connected  that  one  will  not  re-      easter 
**  vive  the  other,  (a)  No  such  case  has  been  cited :       "^i^' 
"  nor  do  I  know  that  such  has  been  the  doctrine      dorant 
'*  of  this  Court.    I  have  rather  understood  other      durant. 
"  wise ;  and  the  case  of  Worsley  v.  Worsley, 
''  quoted  by  Dr.  Swabey ,  is  an  authority  in  point. 
'^  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  decided  opinion 
**  here,  as  the  fact  of  reviyal  is  of  a  mixed  nature, 
"  partly  cruelty  and  partly  eyidence  of  adultery, 
"  and  would  revive  either." 

To  apply  the  principle  to  this  case.  Here  is 
not  cruelty  which  would  support  a  sentence 
"  propter  siBvitiam ;"  but  here  is  an  act  which 
might  be  pleaded  as  such  in  conjuction  with 
other  circumstances.  If  a  person  who  had  A^mndieu 
illtreated  his  wife,  and  had  been  guilty  of  acts  chJr^*'i!J!2^t 
of  violence  and  words  of  menace,  had  finally  *!*•  7ff**  ^■•' 

,  '  •*     Illy  followed  ap 

made  a  charge  of  misconduct  and  criminalty  y»y  torning  her 
which  he  had  not  attempted  to  allege  nor  to  ^not^t-*' 
prove,  and  under  that  pretence  had  shut  his  piSd^nor*** 
door  against  her,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  such  p]^'«jJ^  ^•y 
conduct  would  be  admissible  matter  in  a  suit  for  with  other  acu 
separation  by  reason  of  cruelty.     By  some  au-  groood  for  »e- 
thorities  in  the  civil  law,  this  was  held  to  be  a  ^^^'^'' 
distinct  ground   of   separation,   and  passages  would  not  re- 
were  quoted  in  the  argument   to  that  efiect  idoiterjr 
which  it  is  unnecessary  again  to  state.    These 
Courts  and  the  law  of  this  country  have  not 
gone  the  length  of   recognizing  it  as  a    sub- 
stantive ground ;   but  it  is  a  fact,  among  others, 
*^  per    quod   consortium    amittitur.''      Making 

(a)  See  Barrett  v.  Barrett,  tuprd,  22. 
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this  charge,  and  excluding  her  from  his  re- 
sidence without  prpyisioQ,  is  a  species  of 
malicious  desertion;  but  neither  is  malicious 
desertion  hy  the  law  of  England  a  ground  of 
separation,  (a) 

What  however  waA  the  situation  of  this  lady 
at  that  moment,  and  what  does  it  now  continue  1 
Here  is  the  wife  and  the  mother  turned  out  of  doors 
in  the  face  of  her  neighbours,  her  fEimily,  and  her 
twelve  children,  under  the  heaviest  of  all  imputa- 
tions— a  charge  of  criminality  with  her  children's 
tutor.  Is  there  any  womim  who  would  not  have 
considered  an  act  of  personal  violence,  inflicted  in 
passion  or  even  delibemtely  and  maliciously,  tri* 
vial  and  pardonable  in.comparison  with  this  accu- 
sation ?  Who  would  not  have  considered  an  act 
of  casual  adultery,  nay,  the  deliberate  seductioo 
of  a  nursery-maid,  trivial — not  really  in  itaelf» 
but  as  affecting  the  feelings  of  a  wife — ^trivial,  in 
comparison  with  this  charge? — a  charge  made 
not  in  the  haste  and  error  of  the  moment^  but 
kept  up  and  persevered  in  to  the  present  time  ? 
And  yet  this  severest  of  all  injuries  is  not  to 
wipe  away  the  former  condonation;  but  that 
condonation  is  to  bar  the  wife  of  a  remedy  on 
account  of  all  the  profligate  adulteries  pre- 
viously committed.  This  is  not  treatment  in 
conformity  with  the  promises  and  conditions  on 
which  she  forgave ;  promises  not  left  to  impli- 
cation, but  expressed  in  Durant's  own  letter : 


"  My  dear  Sir. 
*'  I  am  again  obliged  to  apply  to  you  in  my 
**  distress ;  T  am  the  most  wretched  man  alive  ; 

(a)  See  Forster  r.  Forster,  1  Consistory  Reports,  164. 
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my  poor  dear  Marianne  has  behaved  like  an 
angel,  but  it  is  impossible  she  can  ever  forgive 
me.  On  Friday  last  she  heard  of  the  brutal 
passion  which  had  hurried  me  on  to  commit 
what  I  shall  repent  of  to  my  last  hour.  One  of 
the  women  confessed  to  her  that  I  had  been 
criminally  connected  with  her.  As  I  might 
have  expected,  she  insisted  on  leaving  the 
house  instantly,  and  the  carriage  took  her  on 
the  road  to  London :  but  as  I  could  never  bear 
the  idea  of  parting  with  her,  I  followed  it  on 
horseback,  and  she  most  indulgently  con- 
sented to  return.  I  cannot  object  to  the  pre- 
sent determination  of  being  some  time  at 
Seighford,  as  I  hope  she  will  there  recover 
the  tranquillity  I  have  so  miserably  des- 
troyed :  would  she  but  once  consent  to  return 
here  I  would  relinquish  every  thing  in  the 
world  to  her  guidance,  and  if  I  ever  prove 
ungrateful  for  her  kindness  would  willingly 
live  on  bread  and  water  to  give  her  possession 
of  all  my  property.  Your  kindness  will,  I  am 
assured,  send  me  an  answer  by  my  servant, 
and  I  hope  bring  her  leave  to  come  to  Seigh- 
ford to  fetch  her  home.  I  trust  nothing  will 
induce  you  to  let  her  leave  Seighford,  as  J 
know  she  would  rather  suffer  any  poverty 
than  let  her  family  know  where  she  retired  to, 
and  in  her  present  disposition  I  fear  she 
might  make  away  with  herself." 


1SS6. 
Arohm 

COORT. 
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Term. 

Do RANT 
Do  RANT. 


Such  are  the  promises  on  which  she  returns : 
these  he  breaks  by  repeated  subsequent  adul-> 
teries,  and  consummates  bis  unworthy  treatment 
by  these  cruel  accusations.     If  the  cape  turned 
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upon  this  point,  I  cannot  say  how  I  might  feel 
compelled  to  decide :  but  if  I  were  bound  to 
leave  the  wife  without  remedy,  I  should  deeply 
lament  the  hardship  and  cruelty  of  tlie  law 
which  demanded  such  a  decision. 

And  what  is  the  present  situation  of  this  lady 
according  to  the  husband's  prayer  to   be  dis- 
missed?    His  counsel  say,    her  remedy  is  a 
suit  of  restitution.     Does  then  the  husband 
pray,  that  he  may  be  compelled  to  take  home 
and    to  treat  with  conjugal  kindness  the  wife 
whom    he    has    for   years    been   charging  as 
criminal  ?  that  he  shall  take  back  to  the  so- 
ciety and  to  the  management  of  his  children 
the  mother  whom  he  has  so  branded  and  de- 
graded by  his  imputations  ?    Is  this  wife,  who 
has   suffered  the  grossest  injuries,  in  point  of 
law,  from  the  profligate  adulteries  of  her  hus- 
band, and  the  still  more  distressing  insults,  in 
point  of  feeling,  from  his  groundless  charges,  to 
ask  the  assistance  of  the  law  to  compel  him  to 
take  her  home   to  be  held  up  by  him  as  an 
object  of  scorn  and  aversion  to  her  own  chil- 
dren ?     Is  this  the  **  consortium  vitcs^^'   which 
she   can   alone  seek?    The   Court  cannot  but 
feel  relieved  that  Its  duty  does  not  drive  It  to 
place   her  in   this  miserable   and   humiliating 
condition. 

On  the  grounds  already  stated,  that  her 
knowledge  of  the  last  adultery  with  Bradbury 
is  not  proved,  and  that  the  husband's  adultery 
with  Dyke  is  proved ;  and  without  deciding  on 
any  of  these  other  points,  I  think  I  am  war- 
ranted in  pronouncing  the  wife  entitled  to  the 
sentence  of  separation  which  she  prays. 
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1704. 


Consistory, 

Dr.  Nicholl  and  Dr.  Swahey  for  Lady  D'Agui-   Michaelmas 

Term» 
IStr.  2Dd  SesJiioD. 

Dr.  Arnold  and  Dr.  Laurence  contr^.  The  h^tnd'i 

oondoct  if  legal 
crneltjr,  if  bjr 

Judgment.  oohebiutioo  the 

r^.     __-  ^  x-r         1    rN  TIN  Wife  18  exposed 

Sir  William  Scott  (Lord  Stowell).  to  bodu j hsiwd 

m  .  /•  A*  If  ^4.       snd  btolerable 

This  is  a  cause  of  separation  tor   cruelty  bardsbip.  on 
and  adulterj^  brought  by  the  wife  against  the  J^l^f  JJl 

husband.     The  marriage  took  place,  in  March  baibwd ..  tdai- 

1.         /•iT-i        •       *"'y  ^'**'  *"''•• 
1767,  according  to  the  rites  of  the  Jewish  nation,  different  womeo 

both  parties  being  Jews.    The  Court  does  not  Je^sUon^a** 
remember  any  proceeding  between  such  parties  "^IJoa^*^ 
in  a  case  of  this  nature :  there  may  have  been  the  wife's 

•^  prayer,  and  toe 

such,  but  whether  there  have  been  or  not,  there  husband  eon- 
is  no  doubt  that  the  suit  may  be  entertained,  {h)  c^su. 
The  marriages  of  Jews  are  expressly  protected  ^"  5*J^"*;^o'* 
by   the  marriage  act ;  (c)  and  persons  of  that  stand  in  the  re- 
persuasion  are  as  much  entitled  to  the  justice  bud^i^wffe 
of  the  country  as  any  others ;  for  I  take  the  doc-  JJe^UfTdiowl* 
trine  to  be,  that  all  persons,  who  stand  in  the  »>•!«•  *»'^ *^ 
relation  of  husband  and  wife  in  any  way  the  violation  of  any 

matrimonial 
dotj. 
(a)  Vide  ante,  p.  765. 

(6)  See  the  cases  of  Lindo  v.  Belisario,  1  Consistory  Rep. 
216. ;  and  Appendix,  p.  7. ;  and  Goldsmid  v.  Bromer,  1  Con- 
sistory Rep.  324. 

(a)  26  Geo.  2.  c.  26.  Marriages  of  Jews  are  also  excepted 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  marriage  act  now  in  force,  viz. 
4  Geo.  4.  c.  76.  s.  31.  For  an  account  of  the  legal  state  of  the 
Jews  in  this  country,  see  the  Addenda  to  Jacob*s  edition  of 
Roper'i  Husband  and  Wife,  Vol.  2,  p.  476.  and  the  references 
giTen. 
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law  allows,  as  by  a  foreign  marriage,  or  by  a 
domestic  marriage  not  contrary  to  law,  have  a 
claim  to  relief  on  the  violation  of  any  matri- 
monial duty.  Jews,  in  this  country,  have  the 
same  rights  of  succession  to  property,  and  of  ad- 
ministration, as  other  subjects  ;  and  they  come 
to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  in  order  to  have 
such  rights  secured.  Many  of  them  are  pos- 
sessed of  considerable  personal  property ;  and 
they  have  the  same  right  to  transmit  it,  as 
others.  It  would  be  hard,  then,  if  they  had  not 
the  same  mode  of  securing  the  legitimacy  of 
their  children,  and  consequently  if  the  same 
rights  of  divorce  did  not  belong  to  them.  I 
have  therefore  no  doubt  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  entertain  such  a  suit  between 
Jews,  as  between  others  of  a  different  per- 
suasion. 

The  case  comes  before  me  simply  upon  the 
evidence  on  the  libel :  nothing  has  been  pleaded 
by  the  husband  in  contradiction  or  explanation. 
On  the  admission  of  the  libel,  the  Court  directed 
the  part  relating  to  the  property  to  be  re- 
formed, thinking  that  it  might  embarrass  the 
Court  by  leading  to  an  inquiry  into  matters 
impertinent,  and  not  within  its  cognizance,  (a) 


In  a  Huit  for  di- 
vorce hj  reason 
of  the  husband's 
Hdaltery  and 
craeltj,  the 
Court  will  not 
inquire  into  his 
depriving  the 
wife  of  her  se- 
parate property, 
eUiier  as  to  her 
ptrapbemalia. 


(a)  The  eighth  article  of  the  libi'l>  in  sub^taoce,  pleaded, 
that  in  April  1773,  wbeik  tiie  wife  withdrew  from  cohabitatioa, 
she  was  possessed  of  jewels,  and  had  in  her  own  house 
**  jewels,  plate,  household  furniture  and  other  effects,  to  the 
value  of  8000/.,  all  which  were  her  own  sole  and  separate 
property  ;  that  the  husband  entered  upon  the  premises  and 
**  possessed  himself  of  all  the  said  effects,  her  wearing  apparel, 
*'•  and  ornaments  of  her  person,  except  the  clotbies  she  had  on.*' 
On  this  article  the  Court  said — **  It  has  been  objected  thai  thi« 
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Other  parts  were  ordered  to  be  struck  out  as       ^794. 
too  minute  and  particular,  not  because  I  thought   consistory, 

Michaelmas 
Term, 

will  lead  to  a  discussion'upon  which  the  Court  may  find  it  dif-  "**** 

ficult  to  satisfy  itself :  the  husband  primA  facie  is  entitled  to  jyAauiLAR 
the  property  of  the  wife :  it  is  only  by  stipulation  that  it  can  be  d»aodilae> 
taken  from  hiro»  and  it  is  discretionary  what  part  shall  be  com- 
municated to  the  wife.  The  Court  would  be  under  great  dif- 
ficulty in  interposing  in  such  an  inquiry :  the  consequence  of 
admitting  this  article  would  be  an  averment  in  justification 
of  the  husband,  that  it  was  not  the  separate  property  of  the 
wife.  The  husband  has  a  large  discretion  over  joint  property. 
How  is  the  Court  to  discriminate  and  determine  on  such  mat- 
ters ?  This  part  of  the  article  would  lead,  I  think,  to  an  incon- 
yenient  inquiry :  I  shall  therefore  limit  the  article  to  pleading, 
that  he  deprived  her  of  her  wearing  apparel,  together  with  the 
ornaments  of  her  person*  A  wife  has  always  a  right  to  have 
her  clothes ;  the  law  shows  a  special  indulgence  to  a  wife*s 
rights  in  her  paraphernalia  and  ornaments. 

The  only  part  of  the  ninth  article  objected  to,  is  that  which  The  bvslMiiil 
pleads,  * '  that  the  husband  lay  in  a  separate  bed.'*    This  should  *^^  MuH^t 
not  be  pleaded  as  an  act  of  cruelty ;  it  would  be  too  much  for  pietdable  u 
the  court  to  declare  it  cruelty.  oraelty. 

The  tenth  article  pleads,  *'  that  he  abused  her  very  much,  Words  of  abase 
«•  cursed  and  swore  at  her  bitterly,  called  her  whore,  and  other  I'^^Hf^^ 
'*  opprobrious  names ;  that  he  held  his  clenched  fists  to  her  words  of  meo- 
"  face,  and  declared,  that  he  would  do  for  her ;  that  be  would  ^e  iiitimatiBg 
"  be  the  death  of  her.'*    It  is  said,  these  are  mere  words  ;  but  tention  of  doing 
these  are  acts  amounting  to  an  assault  at  common  law,  for  bodily  barm  aad 
which  he  would  be  bound  over  to  keep  the  peace.     Words  of  oaritj oMifeuv 
abuse  and  of  reproach  create  only  resentment,  and  are  not  legal  omeltj. 
legal  cruelty ;  but  words  of  menace,  intimating  a  malignant  in-  not^^^mi""'' 
tention  of  doing  bodily  harm,  and  even  affecting  the  security  tlireats  are  ear- 
of  life,  are  legal  cruelty.    The  Court  is  not  to  wait  till  the  ^^  'f*?  •***^" 

,  ^    .    •.   .      ^  .,..  .  tion,  bat  most 

threats  are  earned  into  execution ;  but  is  to  interpose  where  interpose  when 

the  words  are  such  as  might  raise  a  reasonable  apprehension  of  ^^"^^  *^*^  ^ 

violence,  and  excite  such  fear  and  terror  as  make  the  life  of  the  prehension  ^ 

wife  intolerable.     If  rendering  life  intolerable  be  the  true  crite-  Tioleiice  andes- 

rion  of  cruelty,  what  can  have  that  effect  more  than  continual  ^^^[jfiilj^! 

terror,  and  the  constant  apprehension  of  bodily  injury?     It  tolerable.^ 
may  be   shown  that  these  were  mere  words   of  heat;  but 
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Minote  acts 
iihoald  not  b« 
pleaded,  hot 
properljr  come 
out  in  evidence. 

Spittinf(  on  the 
wife  is  a  gross 
act  of  oraellj. 

Obtaining  the 
wife's  separate 
propertjr  bjr  im* 
position  cannot, 
bat  compelling 
her  bj  tbreats 
to  go  aoj  wbere 
majTy  be  pleaded 
as  croeltj. 


If  words  of 
menace  raise  a 
reasonnble  ap- 
prehension, it 
matters    not 
whether  they  be 
addressed  to  the 
wife,  or  to  a 
third  person. 


that  debarring  the  wife  of  her  fair  indulgencies 
was  irrelevant,   but  because   facts,   when  too 

prim  A  facie,  it  is  to  be  uoderstood,  that  a  man  means  what  he 
says.  Until  I  am  instructed  by  superior  authority,  I  shall  hold 
that  the  Court  is  obliged  to  interpose  where  words  of  menace 
are  used.  I  should  feel  my  responsibility  sit  uneasy  upon  me, 
if  in  consequence  of  rejecting  a  plea  charging  such  an  act, 
harm  should  happen.  But,  to  interpret  such  words,  the  party 
has  a  right  to  refer  back  to  violence  formeriy  used. 

The  article  proceeds  to  state  minnte  acts :  I  think  they  may 
better  be  stated  in  a  general  way ;  they  throw  a  levity  on  the 
business,  when  pleaded,  and  are  more  proper  to  come  from  the 
witnesses.  As  to  spitting  on  her,  nothing  can  be  more  gross 
cruelty,  and  there  is  a  case  in  Hetley  in  which  a  prohibition 
was  denied,  the  only  act  of  cruelty  pleaded  being  spitting  on 
the  face ;  and  that  was  adjudged  sufficient,  (a) 

The  llth  pleads,  **  that  by  imposition  and  threats  be  com- 
"  pelled  her  to  execute  a  deed  of  assignment  of  3660/.  Sooth 
*'  Sea  stock."  Here  is  a  general  averment,  that  this  was  not 
only  obtained  by  threats,  but  by  imposition  also.  I  cannot, 
consistently  with  general  principles,  admit  this  as  cruelty :  it 
would  be  improper  to  inquire  into  this  transaction,  if  the  par- 
ties did  not  resort  to  Courts  which  can  invalidate  the  act.  I, 
therefore,  reject  this  part  of  the  article.  The  latter  part,  which 
pleads  **  the  mode  of  compelling  her  to  attend  at  the  office  of 
**  the  Accountant  General,  by  threats,  and  by  holding  up  his 
**  clenched  fists,"  I  shall  admit ;  but  I  shall  not  inquire  into 
that  part  which  states,  **  that  the  object  of  going  there  was  to 
**  receive  her  separate  propeity;  and  that  he  snatched  the 
draft,  received  from  the  Accountant  General,  from  her  hand, 
and  kept  it  for  his  own  use,  against  her  will.*' 
The  V2th  pleads,  "  that  she  had  gone  out  on  a  visit  with  the 
sister  and  nieces  of  the  Baron ;  that  on  his  return  home  he  be- 
came enraged,  swore  he  would  play  hell  with  her,  and  do  for 
her :  servants  were  alarmed,  and  went  out  and  told  her;  she 
did  not  return."  It  appears  to  me,  that  if  words  of  serious  me- 
nace, importing  bodily  harm,  be  legal  cruelty,  it  does  not  dif- 
fer much  whether  they  be  addressed  to  the  person  berself  or  to 
a  third  person  :  the  test  is,  if  they  raise  reasonable  apprehen- 
sion ;  indeed  they  carry  with  them  something  of  additional 

(rt)  See  Cloboni't  case,  Hetley,  149. 
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minutely  pleaded,  carry  a  ridiculous  appear-       ^704. 
ance.     To  consider  then  what  appears  in  evi-  consistory, 

A^^^^  Michaelmas 

dence.  term. 

Mr.  Pereira,  the  executor  of  the  first  husband   ^nd  seMion. 
of  the  wife,  is  a  witness  to  whom  there  is  no    d'aooilar 
objection.     His  account  of  the  manner  of  their    d'aohilar. 
cohabitation  gives  a  striking  picture  of  habitual 
harshness  and  incivility.    "  He  observed,  that  in 
"  the  first  week  after  their  marriage,  he  treated 
"  her  with  great  harshness ;  spoke  in  aloud  impe- 

strength,  if  they  raise  apprehension  in  others,  for  that  shows 
the  wife  was  not  alarmed  upon  any  unreasonable  grounds. 

The  13th  pleads,  '*  that  this  cruelty  affected  her  health, and 
"  that  she  still  remains  in  an  impaired  and  weak  state  of  health.*' 

To  the  14th,  the  objection  taken  is,  to  the  want  of  specifi-  ^^«n  .**»« 
cation  in  point-of  time.  It  is  alleged, "  that  he  kept  certain  spe-  ketipSng  certaiit 
"  cified  houses,  to  which  he  took  divers  women,  from  17^  to  speoiBed  boose* 
*•  1793."    The  want  of  specification  as  to  time  is  supplied  by  JlJ^^'^oote'^'' 
the  specification  as  to  places.  These  are  pointed  out ;  the  scene  women,  spoctfi* 
of  guilt  is  specified ;  he  will  hare  the  opportunity  of  calling  ser-  f-a^*"" '>/'p|«o« 
yants  to  show,  that  he  did  not  habitually  carry  home  these  loose  witfaoat  !ipeci6- 
women  to  these  places;  he  will  not  be  unprovided  with  defence.  *'*^**"  ^^  **"•• 

The  16th  pleads  '*  an  adulterous  intercourse  for  the  last  ^  **"^  adnlter- 
**  fourteen  years  with  Susannah  Lewen,  and  the  birth  of  a  child  und  oobabiu- 
"  thirteen  years  ago,  maintained   and    brought    up   by  the  ****?»  ***•  **'*'^**» 
"  Baron,  and  lately  acknowledged  by  him."  ^„^  tcknow- 

The  16th,  **  that  Lewen  lived  at  a  small  house  in  the  City  ledKment  of  a 
"  Road,  belonging  to  the  Baron,  till  seven  or  eight  years  ago ;  J^ie  iMbere*iii 
**  that  he  then  took  her  to  reside  in  hi»  own  house,  in  Broad  notbing  tbtt  do- 
"  Street  Building's,  where  she  has  ever  since  resided  as  house-  f^'*^!?^  affecu 

r     .  tbe  wif«  with 

"keeper;  that  dunng  the  years  1790,  1791,  1792,  and  1793,  the  knowledge 
"  Baron  D'Aguilar  and  Susannah  Lewen  have  slept  in  the  same  ^^^'^^' 
**  bed  ;  but  the  same  was  not  made  known  to  his  wife  till  after 
"  the  commencement  of  this  suit."  There  is  nothing  that  ne- 
cessarily affects  the  wife  with  the  knowledge  of  the  fact ;  she 
has  pleaded  the  contrary ;  and  that  his  acknowledgment  of  the 
child  was  lately  made. 

The  17th,  18th,  and  19th  plead  further  adultery  with  other 
women.    Libel  admitted,  as  reformed. 


778 


SUPPLEMENT. 


1794. 

COHSISTOIiY, 
MiOHABLHAS 

Tbrm, 
2iidSeMMm. 

D'Aguilar 

V. 

D'Aouilar. 


''  rious  tone ;  his  manner  was  so  disgusting,  that 
"  witness  ceased  to  yisit  them ;  his  manner  was 
"  contemptuous ;  it  brought  tears  into  her  eyes." 
Mrs.  Kahlen  confirms  this  account.  It  is  true 
that  in  1 770  this  witness  was  very  young ;  and  it 
is  a  long  time  ago :  and  much  observation  has 
been  made  on  her  minute  testimony ;  but,  looking 
at  the  facts  to  which  she  deposes,  I  think  it  not 
improbable  they  may  have  made  that  exact 
and  lasting  impression  to  which  she  swears.  It 
is  truly  said,  that  her  evidence  as  to  a  fact 
which  occurred  when  she  was  nine  years  old 
would  be  received  with  caution  even  at  the 
moment.  But  all  the  Court  has  to  consider  is^ 
whether  the  witness  gives  an  account  on  which 
It  can  judicially  depend.  Her  account  of  his 
general  treatment  is :  ^^  she  was  often  at  the 
''  house ;  he  treated  his  wife  so  cruelly  as,  at  that 
'*  time,  to  impress  her  mind  with  the  idea  that  he 
**  was  an  illnatured  man ;  he  treated  her  in  the 
"  harshest  manner.  *  Bitch/  and  '  damnation 
"  seize  your  blood,'  were  frequent  expressions. 
"  She  at  length  avoided  going."  These  two  wit- 
nesses together  describe  such  general  ill-treat- 
ment and  behaviour,  as  to  be  highly  improper, 
and  which  amount  to  a  great  degree  of  harsh- 
ness ;  though,  perhaps,  not  alone  sufficient  for 
the  Court  to  take  hold  of. 

But  there  are  two  facts  on  which  the  Court  is 
bound  to  interpose.  Mrs.  Kahlen  says,  "  that 
"  one  day,  at  dinner,  D'Aguilar  quarrelled  with 
'*  the  servant ;  was  then  sulky ;  then  flew  into 
"  a  passion  with  his  wife  without  provocation; 
"  and  pushing  the  deponent  aside,  he  threw  the 
"  fire-screen  with  violence  at  his  wife,  saying, 
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*'  '  Damnation  seize  yourbleod/  Deponent  be- 
**  lieves  it  would  probably  have  killed,  if  it  had 
"  struck  her :  she  was  alarmed  and  ran  to  her 
''  aunt's  house."  The  fire-screen  then  was 
thrown  with  an  intention  to  strike,  and  with  a 
violence  which  would  have  endangered  the  per- 
son. It  is  said,  that  no  other  witnesses  have  been 
examined :  but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  were 
spectators,  or  if  spectators,  that  they  are  alive. 
This,  therefore,  is  an  act  which  the  law  con- 
siders direct  cruelty,  and  I  see  no  improbability 
that  it  should  make  an  indelible  impression  on 
the  mind  and  memory  of  a  child ;  and  the  ac- 
count corresponds  with  the  husband's  character. 

Another  fact  is  spoken  to  by  Pereira  and 
Linneard.     The  former  says;  "  In  December 
**  1772,  Lady  D'Aguilar  came  to  his  co-executor; 
^*  complained  that  her  husband  had  beaten  her; 
**  she  showed  her  arm;  it  was  bniised;  he  ad- 
*'  vised  her  to   swear  the  peace  against  him, 
"  which  she  did ;  and  bail  was  given."  Linneard 
deposes ;  "  At  the  end  of  1772,  or  in  the  begin- 
'*  ning  of  1773,  she  came  to  her  aunt  complain- 
**  ing  her  husband  had  beaten  her;  her  arm  was 
"  bruised  from  the  shoulder  to  the  elbow ;  and 
"  black    as   if    mortified.     She    continued   ill 
**  a  considerable  time."     I  am  at  least  satisfied 
that   articles  of  peace  were   exhibited  against 
him,  and  that  bail  was  given. 

It  is  said  these  facts. are  remote  :  they  are  so; 
but  the  Court  is  to  consider  that  as  a  fair  rea- 
son why -the  witnesses  relate  them  with  less 
precision  and  distinctness.  If  I  am  satisfied 
the  evidence  is  substantially  true,  that  is  all  I 
can  require.     Again,  it  is  objected  that  there  is 
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1794.       no  evidence  but  the  declarations  of  the  party 
Consistory,   hcFself,  and  that  there  might  be  other  cause  for 
^' TLwir^*   her  braises ;  but  these  declarations  are  supported 
and  seiiion.    \yy  the  appcaraucc  of  the  body,  and  by  her  act 
D'AooiLAB    in  going  to  the  magistrates.     The  conduct  of 
D'AooiLAR.    the  husband  likewise  confirms  this  representa- 
tion ;  for  he  might  have  made  a  defence  before 
the  magistrates,  and  might  have  given  an  alle- 
gation in  this  Coiurt,  showing  that  the  bruises 
were  the  effect  of  another  cause ;  but  no  such 
explanation  has  been  offered.     From  the  con- 
duct of  both  I  think  I  am  well  founded  in  draw- 
ing the  inference,  that  this  act  did  happen  as 
she  described  at  the  time.     This  fact,  then,  was 
such  gross  violence  as  would  entitle  the  wife  to 
that  security  M^hich  this  Court  can  give. 
A  wife'*  deitj        But  it  is  objcctcd,  that  as  no  application  was 
ihe'^EcdefiMti-  made  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  the  inference 
d««  fi^m^ra-  ^^  ^^ere  was  no  ground  for  complaint.      The 
eity  does  oot    subseouent  history  proves  that  she  would  have 

infer  that  Ibere  iii  .  ,  -/-iij 

w  no  jifroand  for  consultcd  her  owu  mtcrcst  better,  if  she  had 
evriJ'ATser^  resorted  here;  but  it  has  never  been  held  that 
•gtinltthe^rath  ^  womau's  uot  comiug  raises  even  a  presump- 
of  the  charge,     tiou  agaiust  thc  truth  of  such  an  occurrence; 

there  may  be  many  reasons  against  such  a 
course  ;  and  here  the  conduct  of  this  lady  is 
accounted  for  by  the  voluntary  separation  being 
acquiesced  in. 

A  very  indistinct  account  is  given  of  a  subse- 
quent cohabitation  for  a  short  time ;  but  there 
is  sufficient  to  satisfy  me  that  they  did  again 
shortly  separate  ;  and  a  witness  proves  that 
this  lady  was  then  in  ill  health,  destitute  of 
clothes,  and,  he  believes,  that  the  reason  of 
their   separation    was   the    husband's   ill-treat- 
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ment.    The  separation  lasted  for  nearly  twenty     /'W4- 
years ;  and  this  has  at  least  one  effect,  viz.  that   comsistory. 
it  approximates  the  two  periods  of  cohabitation,   ^^^teru^^* 
If  they  had  lived  together,   the  Court  would    a°^  ^^' 
have  considered  the  former  acts  as  pretty  much    d*aouil4» 
obsolete,  and  that  the  husband  was  emendatus  .ivaouilar. 
moribtis;  but  as  there  was  a  separation  it  is  to  be  ^  iotiiiiiditte 
considered  as  if  the  intermediate  years  had  not  •«p««tioii  •© 

^  approximatM 

elapsed ;  and  the  Court  has  a  right  to  look  at  two  perioda  of 
former  acts  as  if  they  had  happened  recently.      tb»t*Mtsof 
It  is  material  to  observe  how  the  return  to  J^Lg  befow 
cohabitation  was  brought  about,  as  it  will  weigh  ^^  "JJ^***"' 
whether  there  was  condonation,  and  what  was  ^^^^  «p«"  •• 

1  .^  ,        _    if tbej had h«p* 

the  effect.    In  December  1792,  the  wife  received  pened  recently. 
some  letters  which  agitated  her :  they  signified  ^y^°*|3ul"a 
an  intention  of  the  husband  to  return  and  live  tcparatioo  a  w. 

•^11  A  1*11  lai-  •/•     torn  to  oobabit- 

With  her.     Accordmgly  he  came  ;  and  the  wiie  ation  wai  ef- 
is  heard  to  say,  *'  she  could  not  live  happily  (^*to,borr" 
"with  him  twenty-four  years  ago,  and  could  whether  there 
**  not   expect   to   do  so  now.       It  was   not   a  oondonatioD. 
voluntary  return   on  her  part,  but  it  was  his 
determination  and  his  act :  and  the  utmost  con- 
sent shown  on  her  part,  was  a  passive  acqui- 
escence after  considerable  resistance.     It  is  said 
that  no  charge  of  former  ill-conduct  was  then 
produced ;  but  I  think  the  extreme  submission 
and  resignation  of  this  lady,  which  she  appears^ 
by  the  evidence,  to  have  shown  in  the  whole 
of  their  cohabitation,  account  for  her  not  ex- 
pressing herself  more  strongly  than  **  that  she  mi  eondona. 
"  could  not  live  happily  with  him  before."    If  UrofVni: 
this  acquiescence  is  a  condonation,  still  it  is  only  •„^*'^^j/"' 
conditional.     She  must  have  had  promises  that  tionai;  for  the 
no  ill-treatment  should  take  place:  indeed  all  ©ffby  wpeu- 
condonations,  by  operation  of  law,  are  expressly  ^^ot  **'  ""^" 

3p2* 
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iTM.       or  impliedly  conditional ;  for  the  effect  is  taken 
coNBiBTOEY,  off  by  rcpetitiion  of  misconduct.    Condonation  is 
not   an   absolute    and    unconditional    forgive- 
ness, (a) 

A  question  has  been  raised  in  argument, 
whether  acts  of  adultery  revive  acts  of  cruelty  ? 
and  a  case  has  been  cited  in  which  it  was  de- 
cided by  Dr.  Henchman,  who  I  always  under- 
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(a)  **  CondonatioD  is  merely  retrospectiye ;  if  the  offence  for- 
"  given  is  afterwards  renewed,  the  party  has  a  right  to  revert  to 
**  former  facts ;  if  she  brings  them  in  conjunction  with  later.  . . . 

**  The  second  consideration  is  whether  there  b  any  bartotfaii 
**  6uit»  as  the  wife  would  be  entitled  to  relief  if  there  is  none : 
''  here  it  is  said  there  is  something  of  a  condonation ;  tluttdie  snf- 
* '  fered  the  visits  of  Lord  Ferrers  after  a  knowledge  that  he  was 
**  cohabiting  with  another  woman  as  his  wife ;  that  this  was  a 
**  sort  of  compromise.   It  has  been  truly  said,  that  the  doctrine 
^*  of  condonation  is  not  exactly  defined  as  to  the  time  of  it« 
**  taking  place;  I  know  no  case  where  it  has  been  held  diat  die 
*'  mere  abstinence  from  bringing  a  suit  would  operate  as  a  legal 
**  bar  to  a  suit  when  brought ;  and  many  cases  might  be  pat 
"  where  it  would  be  very  hard  that  it  should :  the  wife  may  be 
"  poor ;  inops  connlii:  such  a  rule  would  be  imposing  a  cruel 
''  necessity  tending  to  deprive  the  party  of  a  legal  remedy. 
**  Abstracted  from  the  letter  there  is  nothing  like  condonatioD. 
"  By  the  evidence  it  appears  that  it  was  a  marriage  of  con- 
'*  tinued  uneasiness  to  her,  that  she  remonstrated  with  and  ap- 
•*  plied  to  him  in  every  way  without  success :  there  is  nothing 
**  like  an  offer  of  acquiescence ;  on  the  contrary  there  is  honest 
**  indignation  expressed  as  strongly  as   it  could  be   without 
'*  coming  to  the  Court  to  complain.     What  is  the  import  of  the 
"  letter  ?  *  That  provided  Lord  Ferrers  would  return  to  hb  law- 
•'  ful  bed,  she  (Lady  Ferrers)  would  not  reproach  him  more;' 
**  but  to  interpret  it  that  if  he  would  divide  his  pleasures  she 
"  would  be  satisfied,  is  a  construction  I  cannot  put  upon  it: 
•'  that  letter  could  never  amount  to  a  condonation  ;  and  if  it 
"  did,  it  was  a  conditional  offer  which  not  being  accepted  is  to 
"  be  taken    as    actually  withdrawn."     Per  Lord  Stowell  in 
Ferrers  V.  Ferrers,  (MS.  note).  Consistory,  5th  March,  1791. 
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stood  was  one  of  the  most  judicious  practitioners 
who  ever  presided  here,  that  acts  of  cruelty  re- 
vived acts  of  adultery  before  condoned.    The 
case  is  Worsley  i?.  Worsley.     I  have  had  it 
looked  up.     It  never  proceeded  to  sentence; 
but  the  plea  was  admitted  after  an  opposition. 
It    alleges,  that  the  parties  were  married  in 
1712;  that  the  husband  treated  the  wife  with 
cruelty ;  and  that  he  committed  adultery  in  1720  ; 
and  in  1728,  the  parties  were  Uving  together,  for 
acts  of  cruelty  are  then  stated.  I  presume,  then, 
the  objection  taken  was,  that  after  1720  they  were 
living  together,  and  the  only  ground  on  which  the 
Court  could  admit  the  act  of  adultery  was,  that 
it  was  revived  by  the  cruelty.    The  Court,  how- 
ever, overruled  the  objection.    It  has  then  been 
considered  in  this  Court,  that  circumstances  may 
take  off  the  effect  of  condonation  which  would  not 
support  an  original  cause.   Facts  of  cruelty  revive 
adultery,  though  they  would  not  support  an  ori- 
ginal suit  for  it.    The  condonation,  in  this  case, 
is  such,  that  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  resort  to  the 
authority  of  Worsley,  but  it  confirms  the  doctrine, 
that  facts  would  revive  which  would  not  be  a 
sufficient  ground  for  an  original  proceeding. 

It  is  held  that  words  of  heat  and  passion,  of 
incivility,  or  reproach,  are  not  alone  sufficient  for 
an  original  cause ;  nor  harshness  of  behaviour: 
but  I  cannot  but  think  that  their  operation  would 
be  stronger  in  condonation.  Words,  otherwise  of 
heat,  receive  a  different  interpretation  if  upon 
former  occasions  they  have  been  accompanied 
with  acts;  if  it  is  apparent  that  the  party  was  in 
the  habit  of  following  up  words  witja  blows :  and 
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I'VM.      on  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  much  less  is 
coNSHToiiY,   sufficient  to  destroy  condonation  than  to  found 

'^Tew  "'*  ^  original  suit. 

sodteuoo.  xhg  parties  returned  to  live  together — not 
]>'A«uiLAR  voluntarily  on  her  part— and  I  cannot  consider 
D'AiouiLAii.  her  acquiescence  as  amounting  to  a  complete 
Tke  wl  an-  forgivcuess :  it  was  almost  an  extorted  consent, 
wiuiiig  aoqaiet.  Thcrc  was  no  return  to  connubial  cohabitation  ; 
tan  to  lire  in  for  though  shc  slcpt  iu  the  house  for  a  few 
bvtwitiionteon.  nights,  it  was  lu  a  separate  bed,  and  though  it  is 
S^li^iit^'  suggested  that  the  separate  bed  was  not  aired, 
MWMMt  to  •       yet  the  contrary  is  proved,  and  the  husband  has 

oomplete  for-       "^  ,       ,  .  .       . 

gifoBOM.         only  insinuated  this  defence  in  interrogatories. 

As  to  the  manner  in  which  the  party  lived 

after  this  return  to  cohabitation,  four  witnesses 

have  been  produced  :  and  objections  have  been 

taken  to  them  which  must  necessarily  attach 

To  domestic      iu   all   such  cases :    for,  to   domestic   conduct, 

d^^u!^  friends,   dependants,    and  servants   alone  can 

•JIm"**  dT-     speak.     They  must  have  some  bias,  and  the 

tbej  most  hmve   Court  must  bc  on  its  guard  against  it ;  and  I 

the  coart'most    shall  therefore  receive  this  evidence  with  some 

Hwlnce  with     drawbacks.      Liuneard,  a  servant,  says  :  *'  The 

some  draw-       "  Baron  took  every  opportunity  to  quarrel ;  he 

"  dined  at  another  house,  he  did  all  he  could  to 

"  prevent   her    eating  —  to  vex  her;  he  threw 

''  pieces  of  meat  which  fell  on  her  clothes,  her 

"  plate,  or  the  table-cloth ;  said  *  she  might  eat 

"  or  be  damned ;'  quarrelled  and   abused  her 

'*  every  day — swore  at  and  terrified  her." 

craeitj  maj  be       ^  must  uever  forgct  that  the  lady  was  above 

"nd  on'thiV*'"  ®^venty ,  and  that  there  may  be  relative  cruelty : 

habits,  &c.  of '  and  what  is  tolerable  by  one  may  not  be  by 

^^^^^'        another.     "  He  took  the   keys  of  the  closets; 
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*'  deposed  her  from   the  management  of   the       1794. 
**  family — locked  up  the  tea,  cakes,  &c."  These   consistory, 
things    would  be  necessary  to  persons  used  to  **' t"eVm*'^* 
such  indulgencies,  and  at  such  a  time  of  life.    2nd  session. 
*•  The  deponent  feared  he  would  do  her  a  mis-    d'aooTlar 
**  chief;  she  asked  leave  to  go  out — he  swore    d'aooilar. 
"  and  spit  at  her  several  times ;  made  her  go 
''  and  undress  ;  she  was  terrified  at  him,  and  her 
"  health  was  much  impaired :  he  prevented  her 
"  going  to  pay  a  visit  to  his  own  sister." 

It  is  said  the  husband  has  a  right  to  restrain  The  haibudu 
the  visits  of  his  wife,  and  so  he  has ;  but  his  rights  [e|X  bi^in*^^ 
may  be  enforced  in  an  illegal  manner.    It  is  not  ■"*•<* «» V  **^ 

.  1111  .  1  .       "°®  exercise  of 

msmuated  he  had  any  just  ground  to  restrain  mantai  tatboH- 
her ;  and  it  may  be  true  that  it  is  not  necessary  lilfoi^d"by  in- 
to show   such :   but  the .  Court  is  to  consider  Ji5||!iJ;,^|;^|!^by 
whether  he  exerted  his  right  in  a  proper  man-  thretts. 
ner.     In  my  opinion  he  has  taken  off  the  efiect 
of   any   such  justification   by  the   manner  in 
which  he  has  exercised  his  marital  authority,  (a) 
The  witness  continues :    "he  told   her  to   get 
"  ready  to  go  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
*'  receive   her  money :  she   said,   she   did   not 
"  want  it  and  would  not  go :  he  swore  at  her, 
"  held  his  clenched  fist  in  her  face ;  said  he 
"  would  do  for  her  :  she  said  she  would  not  go 
"  without  her  trustee  :  he  forced  her  to  go  with 
"  her  maid,  who  was  obliged  to  hold  the  smelling 
"  bottle  to  her  nose  all  the  way." 

It  is  said  he  had  a  right  to  insist  on  her  going 
to  receive  the  money ;  but  this  was  not  to  bo 
enforced  by  brutal   violence;   but  in   fact,  he 

(a)  See  the  observatious  in  Waring  r.  Waring ;  and  the  note, 
2  Consistory   Hep.  150. 
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had  110  right,  for  it  was  her  own  separate  pro- 
perty, and  she  was  well  justified  in  that  mode- 
rate resistance  she  made.  Again  it  is  said 
there  was  no  actual  violence,  but  that  was  un- 
necessary ;  because  threats  succeeded  in  com- 
pelling her. 

The  witness  further  says,  "  the  Baron's  sister 
''  and  nieces  came  on  the  19th  of  August  and 
"  observed  her  health  and  spirits  were  so  bad 
'*  that  air  would  be  of  use  to  her :  they  asked 
"  her  to  go  and  visit  them."  Her  conduct 
seems  to  have  been  dictated  by  a  care  not  to 
offend  him:  she  hesitates  but  at  last  goes. 
*'  He  was  in  a  passion,  swore  he  would  play 
'*  Hell  with  her,  would  take  care  she  should 
'*  not  go  out  again ;  he  would  do  for  her.  The 
"  witness  and  other  servants  were  alarmed  for 
"  her,  and  her  health  was  affected."  Kahlen  con- 
firms this  :  ''  he  insulted  her  by  asking  her  to  eat 
**  pork,  &c. :  deponent  was  so  apprehensive  of 
**  his  doing  mischief,  that  she  removed  knives, 
"  &c.  out  of  the  way.  He  insulted  her  by  talk- 
"  ing  of  his  amours  before  her;  was  in  a  passion 
''  if  deponent  spoke  to  her.  Though  her  re- 
"  gular  meals  were  served,  he  prevented  her 
*'  eating  by  terrifying  her,  so  that  she  did  not 
*' eat  at  all — she  became  ill:  deponent  was 
'*  seriously  afraid  she  would  die."  This  witness 
is  confirmed  by  Goto  and  Simmonds. 

I  think  this  lady  was  in  that  state  of  oppres- 
sion which  fully  justified  the  step  she  took  in 
withdrawing  from  her  husband.  That  is  the 
point  which  I  have  to  determine :  for,  if  she 
was  not  justified,  I  must  pronounce  her  under 
the  obligation  to  return.     I  think,  in  so  doing, 
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I  should  place  this  woman,  at  an  advanced  1704. 
period  of  life,  and  who  appears  to  have  con-  consistory, 
ducted  herself  well,  in  a  situation  which  would  ^^^^^ImT* 
expose  her  person  to  that  bodily  hazard  and  in-  ^"^  seision, 
tolerable  hardship  from  which  the  law  of  our  d'agoilar 
country  is  .bound  to  protect  innocent  subjects.  d'Aouilar. 
I  think  that  she  has  proved  her  case  of  cruelty. 

Next,  as  to  the  adultery. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  Jewish  reli-  if  *»>•  mo»»w 
gious   regulations   allow    concubines.     By  the  reoeiTed,  tiiowi 
Mosaic  law,  as  at  present  received,  is  there  any  .ncrt  priluege 
such  privilege  ?    If  there  be  any  such  among  ^^Ji'^"**^i^*nt 
the  Jews  themselves,  it  would  be  a  great  ques-  beiojr  ipeciAii/ 
tion  how  it  could  be  attended  to  in  a  Christian  whether  it 
Court  to  which  they  have  resorted ;    and,  if  it  '.rllMn'IhT* 
could  be  noticed,  it  ought  to  have  been  specially  ^^^^  **^^**»" 
pleaded  ;  but  I  think  it  could  not. 

A  minute  inquiry  into  the  adultery  is  not  ne- 
cessary, as  the  Court  is  satisfied  on  the  other 
branch,  cruelty.  Four  witnesses,  Elizabeth 
Smith,  Mary  Vincent,  Catherine  Fakes,  and 
Harriett  Smith,  if  believed,  prove  the  adultery 
with  Susannah  Lewen,  with  whom  the  libel 
pleads  he  had  lived  and  was  living  in  a  state  of 
adultery.  No  objection  is  made  to  Marj-  Vin- 
cent, except  from  her  conversation  with  Eliza- 
beth Smith,  which  does  not  expose  her  to 
feproach :  for  she  conducted  herself  very  pro- 
perly. She  says,  ^'  his  bedroom  was  on  the  same 
^*  floor  with  Lewen's  and  communicated ;  went 
**  to  separate  rooms  at  night,  but  only  one  bed 

used ;  impression  made  of  two  persons :  Lewen 
f*  confessed  it,  and  with  sorrow ;  had  told  her 

that  the  child   living  in  the  house  was  her 

^ughter  by  the  Baron  D'Apnilar.'     She  is 
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1794.       confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  the  other  three 

Consistory,   M'itnesscs,  and  also  by  Coto,  as  to  the  acknow- 

^'""term'!''''  ledgment  of  the  child  by  the  Baron. 

2nd  Session.        Fakcs  Say 8,  "  When  she  knocked  at  the  door 

d'aguilar    '^  of  the  room,  sometimes  one,  sometimes  the 

D'AociLAR.    **  other,  came  in  their  shirt  or  shift:  there  were 

"  two  impressions  in  the  bed, — witness  heard 

"  them  talk  together.     The  other  bed,  in  which 

*'  the  child  slept,  was  the  child's  bed,  and  there 

''  was  no  other  bed  in  the  house." 

The  adultery  is  almost  admitted  in  the  inter- 
rogatories by  insinuating  the  defence  that  the 
wife  was  cognizant  and  had  forgiven.     There  is 
no  evidence  which  satisfies  the  Court  that  she 
was  apprized  of  it  in  any  other  manner  than  upon 
general  or  probable  suspicion :  it  is  not  shown 
she  knew  it  so  that  she  could  legally  prove  it. 
conjpgii  cobs.  If  it  was  shown  that  he  had  avowed  it  to  her,  it 
a^t  of'^aiterj  °  might  bc  a  condonation  as  to  that  particular 
hasbMd^othe*  ^^^^  •  here,  on  the  contrary,  is  evidence  inducing 
wife,  may  be     a  bclicf  thcpe  had  been  no  such  avowal.     His 

condonation  \  ,  ,  , 

bat  if  a  wife  laugliing  in  a  sneering  way  when  the  child  called 
tcf  o?haman1n-  him  "  Papa"  in  her  presence,  proves  that  it  was 
a'u'!a'conw"°*  ^^^  opcnly  known.  Why  should  he  have  so 
qaencethat  she  donc  had  hc  mentioned  the  subject  to  his  wife? 

pardons  nil  *^  , 

other  acu.  But  if  shc  ovcrlookcd  one  act  of  human  infir- 

mity, it  is  not  a  legal  consequence  that  she  has 
pardoned  all  other  acts  ;  that  she  tolerates  all 
other  debauchery :  her  forgiveness  is  confined 
Condonation  is  to  that  onc  act.     Condonatlon,  with  respect  to 
striciiy  against  womcn,  is  uot  held  to  bear  so  strictly:  a  woman 
a  halband^*'"'  has  uot  thc  samc  control  over  her  husband,  has 

not  the  same  guard  over  his  honor,  has  not  the 
same  means  to  enforce  the  observance  of  the 
matrimonial  vow ;  his  guilt  is  not  of  the  same 
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consequence  to  her :  therefore  the  rule  of  con- 
donation is  held  more  laxly  against  the  wife. 
But  it  does  not  follow,  that,  because  she  over- 
looked one  offence,  which  she  could  not  pre- 
vent, that  is  to  be  construed  to  give  an  universal 
licence  to  unlimited  debauchery. 

That  the  Baron  did  indulge  himself  in  other 
amours  is  demonstrably  proved,  partly  by  Vin- 
cent, to  whom  there  is  no  just  exception.  She 
says,  "  She  was  with  the  Baron  when  Fellows 
''  came  and  implored  him  to  do  something  for 
"  her,  for  he  knew  he  was  the  father  of  the  child 
*'  she  was  pregnant  with :  he  said,  she  was  a 
**  bad  woman  when  he  was  connected  with  her ; 
"  the  child  might  be  another's."  This  is  as  near 
a  direct  confession  of  guilt  as  can  be.  "  At  last 
**  he  ordered  the  deponent  to  take  a  lodging 
"  for  her ;  she  was  supported  by  him.  Fellows 
**  told  deponent  he  had  seduced  her  by  in- 
"  toxicating  her."  She  speaks  also  to  another 
fact,  as  to  Lucy  Dean.  There  are  facts  laid 
with  others,  but  these  are  only  proved  from  the 
probability  as  to  the  use  he  made  of  the  houses, 
and  therefore  I  do  not  lay  much  stress  on  them. 
I  am  satisfied  that  adultery  with  three  different 
persons  is  proved ;  and  the  wife  is  no  doubt  en- 
titled to  the  sentence  of  separation.  It  remains, 
therefore,  to  consider  the  question  of  costs. 

In  general,  the  husband  is  bound  to  defray 
the  wife's  costs;  otherwise  the  wife  would  be 
disarmed  and  denied  justice,  (a)  The  husband 
has  by  the  law  of  this  country   all  the  pro- 

(a)  Vide  Bray  v.  Bray,  and  the  authorities  referred  to  in  the 
note,  supr^,  108. 


1794. 

Consistory, 
Michaelmas 

Term, 
2iid  Setf  ioR. 

D'AOUILAR 

V. 
D'AOUILAR. 


Ill  generti  the 
hafbtnd  is 
boond  to  defray 
the  wife's  ooets, 
and  also  to  pro- 
▼ide  alimoDj 
pettdente  lite;  hot 
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1794.       perty ;  and  therefore,  the  wife  must  have  the 

Consistory,    means  of  self-defence,  and  of  subsistence  from 

^'^tbrm**^'  him ;  but  when  she  has  a  separate  fortune,  the 

iM  sewiin.    Court  ulways  considers  whether  such  separate 

d'aooTlar    means  are  sufficient  for  self-defence  and  sub- 

D'AouiLAR.    sistence.    If  it  deems  them  sufficient,  she  is  not 

when  thTirifa    entitled  to  alimony  and  costs  during  suit.  These 

bts  separate      considcratious  press  here.      The  wife    stands 

the coart  deems  without  that  particular  claim  on  the  husband, 

defenwaodsab'  but  upou  thc  commou    footiug  of  a  litigant 

iot*iBtuie?to"  P^'y>  w^^  ^^^^  ^^  proving  his  case,  primd 
aiimoDj  nor      focte,  a  right  to  thc  expences  to  which  he  has 

eosU  darinff  ,  ,  i  •     •        ^  •  n   ^t  ^i 

sait ;  she  then  becu  put  by  thc  mjusticc  ot  the  other  party. 
^I^ISirr^Uug  Costs,  however,  are  a  matter  of  discretion  in 
of  a  litigant       wluch  mauv  things  are  to  be  taken  into  consi- 

partjr,  and  on  •'  " 

proving  ber  dcratiou ;  and  the  Court  may,  under  circmn- 
/^  r^ht^'  stances,  relax  the  rule.  I  have  looked  into  this 
b^tllVe/diMre-  ^^sc  for  circumstauces  which  would  exonerate 
tiooarjr  witb      th^  husband,  but  without  success.    On  the  con- 

Courts  on  a  con-  n      \ 

sideraUoo  of  all  trary,  I  find  considerable  aggravation.  This 
stanceTtTreiax  lady  of  advanccd  age,  of  infirm  health,  void 
the  role.  ^f  Tcproach,  who  behaved  apparently  remark- 

ably well  to  her  husband,  is,  without  provoca- 
tion, treated  with  insult,  with  ill  language,  with 
menaces,  and  with  violence  occasioning  fear  for 
her  life ;  the  husband,  at  an  advanced  age, 
with  passions  under  no  degree  of  control  or  dis- 
cipline, committing  adultery  and  indulging  him- 
self in  unlimited  debauchery!  TJiere  is  no  favour- 
able ground,  then,  on  which  to  release  him  from 
costs ;  and,  on  the  whole,  I  consider  I  am  bound 
to  pronounce  that  the  lady  is  not  only  entitled 
to  a  separation,  but  to  her  costs. 
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BEEBY  V.    BEEBY.  1799. 


Consistory, 

The  King's  Advocate,  (Sir  John  Nicltoll)  and   mi^h^aelmas 
Dr.  LaurencBy  for  the  husband.  ntb  diIIb. 

Dr.  Arnold,  contr^. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott  (Lord  Stowell). 

This  is  a  suit  of  adultery  brought  by  the  hus-  in  •  Mit  for  m- 
band.     The  marriage  took  place  in  1790,  the  ST^ro^J^ 
woman  being  a  minor;  and  the  parties  lived  to-  JSuite/***]!!?''* 
gether  for  six  years.    It  is  pleaded  that  the  wife  ^*"»8: »» •  pJ« 
quitted  his  society  in  or  about  June  1796;  but  or  coH^iauaiio 
of  that  fact  no  proof  is  afforded  on  the  part  of  ^113^'iong 
the  husband,  except  by  one  witness,  who  says,  "^^^l^' 
'*  tliat  they  separated  about  June  1796."    The  (adultery,  idi- 
articles  of  separation,  though  called  for  by  the  iervuts'  ch«s- 
Court,  are  not  produced,  but  they  were  executed  ^iidi^eLT*' 
on  the  27th  of  June,  1796.     It  seems  probable  1;^^")^^^ 
that  the  separation  took  place  some  little  time  which  she  sept, 
before ;  it  is  unlikely  that  parties  in  such  a  state  bng  prbr"to  ti!^ 
of  feeling  towards  each  other  should  cohabit :  miM^'b/^""u 
on  this  general  presumption  then  I  should  be  "I'tif^toher 

1  r  ,        n  f  •  dismisMi;  oor 

disposed  to  antedate  the  fact  of  separation.  win  •  retaroto 

To  the  character  of  the  lady  there  are  strong  hoos"  tfter™ 
testimonials,  both  as  the  best  of  mothers  and  of  uoToVmcomi 
wives ;  her  husband  himself  bears  the  strongest  ^*^*^^"*J"^'* 
testimony  by  committing  to  her  the  charge  of  «!««•' condo- 
three  female   children.      From   this  height  of  "xtinga^hber 
character  she  has  fallen,  for  it  cannot  be  denied  [^^'^uh^J l^ 
that  adultery  is  proved.     The  husband  pleads  ^^  *®  *»« 
that    Mr.  Rochfort,    an    acquaintance    of   his 
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1799.       abroad,  formed  a  deep  scheme  for  the  ruin  of 
coNsisTbkr,  his  wife ;  but  of  this  there  is  no  proof  except 
"'tm"""   that  he  visited  her  three  times,  on  the  last  of 
""■P"-      which  they  mounted  their  horses  together  and 
beebt       went  away.    They  were  found  cohabiting  to- 
bbebt.      gether  as  husband  and  wife,  and  identity  is  com- 
pletely proved. 

But  a  plea  in  bar  has  been  given  —  a  plea  of 
recrimination  or  compensatio  criminum — a  set- 
off of  equal  guilt  on  the  part  of  the  husband. 
L'ilrf^thB"'  "^^  doctrine,  that  this  if  proved  is  a  valid  plea 
B«d<si«iioit  in  bar,  has  its  foundation  in  reason  and  pro- 
iiJd  frd  ih?'  priety  :  it  would  be  bard  if  a  man  could  com- 
ta«  tbMi'JJ^"  plain  of  the  breach  of  a  contract  which  he  has 
''""'"' violated;   if  he  could   complain  of  an  injury 


-■■  »■     when  he  is  open  to  a  charge  of  the  same  nature. 
u  h^An  '  It  is  not  unfit  if  he,  who  is  the  guardian  of  the 
Stt^''™'^  purity  of  his  own  house,  has  converted  it  into  a 
a^  J"^'","'"  brothel,  that  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  com- 
Mitnct  *hich    plain  of  the  pollution  which  he  himself  has  io- 
"  ""  *    ■  troduced  ;  if  he,  who  has  first  violated  his  mar- 
riage vow,  should  be  barred  of  his  remedy :  the 
parties  may  live  together,  and  find  sources  of 
mutual  forgiveness  in  the  humiliation  of  mutual 
guilt.     On  these  and  similar  grounds  the  doc- 
trine of  the  civil  law  has  been  transplanted  into 
the  canon  law,  and  with  that  received  in  the 
ecclesiastical  courts  of  this  kingdom,  where  it 
has  taken  deep  root.(«)   The  husband's  is  no  or- 
dinary case  of  guilt :  there  are  ^circumstances 
of  extenuation  ;  it  in  not  thi^^^Hj^a  man  led 
-.  away  by  tbeanddun  itnpuJM^^^^HB,  seduced 

an  anlu|tt^H||^wd^^^^^B^By  the 

Set  F'OI^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^Bq.  Proctor 
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temper  of  his  wife  to  seek  the  solace  of  softer 
society  —  not  a  case  where  the  charms  of  the 
wife  were  decaying  —  not  where  the  illicit  pur- 
suits were  followed  in  secret  and  at  a  distance ; 
but  there  is  deliberate  depravity  from  the  time 
of  his  marriage,  and  habits  of  low  debauchery 
from  the  first  year  of  cohabitation  to  the  last  — 
among  his  own  servants,  in  whose  good  conduct 
most  persons  seek  a  great  part  of  their  happi- 
ness —  under  the  notice  of  his  wife  —  a  young 
wife  exemplarily  performing  all  the  duties  of 
a  wife  and  a  mother. 

Many  witnesses  prove  to  my  mind  the  hus- 
band's misconduct  from  the  time  of  his  marriage. 
Sarah  Prickett  lived  three  months  in  the  family 
in  1791  ;  she  proves  that  by  his  attempts  she  was 
forced  to  quit  the  family,  that  she  gave  warning, 
but  that  Mrs.  Beeby  would  hardly  believe  her 
story ;  and  the  nurse  says  that  her  mistress  was 
so  much  affected  by  hearing  of  his  infidelity, 
that  she  would  not  allow  her  to  suckle  the  infant 
for  two  days.  The  witnesses  speak  not  only  to 
their  own  adventures,  but  to  the  universal  com- 
plaint of  all  the  female  servants — from  fifteen 
years  of  age  to  upwards  of  thirty :  he  showed  no 
partiality.  Jane  Knapp,  the  cook,  speaks  to  so- 
licitation of  herself  and  of  Susan  Chandler.  As 
to  Cherry  Funnel,  the  cook,  the  transactions  are 
spoken  to  by  the  footman.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  go  minutely  into  the  matter,  but  it  is  impos- 
sible to  contend,  connecting  it  with  the  general 
habits  of  this  man's  life,  that  it  does  not  afford 
satisfactory  proof  of  actual  adultery.  Sarah 
Hildin  speaks  to  attempts  on  herself  and  others, 

L" 
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1199.       of  age   was  sent  out  of   the  house   lest   she 
Consistory,   should  fall  a  victiiu  to  the  persecutions  of  this 

^'te\T''  husband, 
nth  Dw.         In  1794  the  husband  communicated  the  vene- 

BiBBY  real  disease  to  his  wife  :  there  is  no  doubt  upon 
Bit  BY.  the  evidence  that  such  was  the  case,  and  that 
the  infection  was  recent.  The  husband  would 
have  made  that  excuse  if  it  had  been  an  old 
complaint  breaking  out  anew.  The  Surgeon 
gives  his  opinion  that  it  was  recent,  but  that  Mrs. 
Beeby  would  incur  no  future  danger  by  cohabit- 
ing as  the  husband  expressed  such  deep  contri- 
tion ;  he  however  is  a  bad  reasoner,  for  her  hus- 
band s  contrition  was  short-lived.  Sarah  Clark 
speaks  to  subsequent  solicitation,  that  he  was 
•  continually  taking  liberties  with  her  person ;  and 

Sandall  gives  an  account  of  assignations  at  the 
same  period  with  Shaw :  and  looking  at  other 
parts  of  the  history,  there  can  be  no  doubt  for 
what  purpose  these  were  made.  The  declara- 
tions of  the  wife,  spoken  to  by  the  surgeon,  that 
the  husband  had  again  infected  her  are  no 
proof  of  the  fact,  but  they  show  her  impres- 
sion :  her  conduct  all  this  time  was  perfectly 
correct — spotless  on  her  own  part — patient  under 
all  these  provocations — endeavouring  to  remove 
the  objects  of  his  misconduct. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  evidence,  and 
I  forbear  to  make  observations  on  it.  What 
ideas  this  gentleman  has  of  religion,  of  the  laws, 
and  of  the  decency  of  manners  of  the  country 
which  he  inhabits,  I  know  not ;  but  if  such  con- 
duct were  general,  the  kingdom  would  be  one 
universal  brothel,  and  those  would  introduce 
cormption  who  ought  most  to  repress  it.     The 
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result  of  all  this  is,  that  if  it  had  not  been  the       1799. 
misfortune  of  Mrs.  Beeby  to  become  the  wife  of  consistory, 
such  a  husband,  she  would  have  filled  her  sta-   **'t"rm^*'** 
tion  most    honorably.      She   is    insulted    for     i7tbD^.    . 
years ;  her  health  is  at  last  affected  ;  she  re-       bbbbt 
tires  indignant,  she  is  deprived  of  the  lawful      bubt. 
pleasures  of  the  marriage  bed,  to  which  she  was 
entitled ;  and  at  last  falls  a  prey  to  the  schemes 
of  a  friend  of  her  husband's  worthy  of  his 
friendship  by  similarity  of  manners :  he  com- 
pletes the  ruin  to  which  it  can  hardly  be  said 
the  husband  was   not   originally  and    mainly 
instrumental.     These  are  circumstances  of  ex- 
tenuation in  the  fall  of  the  wife ;    and  if  the 
case  rested  here  I  should  clearly  dismiss  her 
from  this  suit. 

But  condonation  has  been  set  up  in  order  to 
take  off  the  effect  of  the  compensatio  criminis. 
I  will  first  consider  the  proof,  and  then  the  effect 
of  condonation.   Now  condonation  is  forgiveness  coDdonntioii  is 
legally  releasing  the  injury  :  it  may  be  express  :  J'^^gVeTeasi^^^^^ 
or  implied,  as  by  the  husband  cohabiting  with  a  J^«  »^j»jj  ^^^ 
delinquent  wife,  for   it  is  to  be  presumed  he  or  implied,  »> ' 
woidd  not  take  her  to  his  bed  again  unless  he  oi,lbitui"wUh 
had  forgiven  her  ;  but  the  effect  of  cohabitation  ti'le'rbrtbe 
is  iustly  held  less  stringent  on  the  wife  :  she  is  *ff««tofcohtbi- 
more  sub  potestate^  more  inops  constm  ;  sne  may  stringent  oi 
entertain  more  hopes  of  the  recovery  and  reform  condTnltton  by 
of  her  husband;   her  honour  is  less   injured,  jj^fb^farstrfot 
and  is  more  easily  healed.     It  would  be  hard  if  bsr  against  her. 
condonation  by   implication  was  held  a  strict  proper  »be 
bar  against  the  wife.     It  is  not  improper  she  time  show  T  pa- 
should  ^  for  a  time  show  a  patient  forbearance ;  ^*^*  ind*l"  er- 
she  may  find  a  difficulty  either  in  quitting  his  tainbopesof 
house,  or  withdrawing  from  his  bed.     The  bus-  reform. 
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Where  the  par- 
ties have  sepa- 
rate beds,  there 
mast,  iu  order  to 
found  condona- 
tioD,  be  some- 
thiog  of  matrU 
monial  inter- 
ooarse  presum- 
ed ;  it  does  not 
rest  merely  on 
the  wife's  not 
withdrawing 
herself. 


band,  on  the  other  hand,  cannot  be  compelled 
to  the  bed  of  his  wife; — a  woman  may  submit 
to  necessity.  It  is  too  hg^rd  to  term  submission 
mere  hypocrisy.  It  may  be  a  weakness  par- 
donable in  many  circumstances.(a)      Here  no 

(a)  So  again,  on  the  admission  of  the  allegation ;  "  Condon- 
ation is  objected.  But  the  Court  is  not  to  hold  that  stricdy 
as  to  the  wife :  it  is  a  merit  in  her  to  bear,  to  be  patient,  and 
to  endeavour  to  reclaim  ;  nor  is  it  her  duty,  till  compelled  by 
the  last  necessity,  to  have  recourse  to  legal  remedy." 

The  same  sort  of  language  was  again  held  by  Sir  William 
Scott,  (Lard  Stowell)  in  Dance  v.  Dance. 

Per  Curiam, 

**  This  is  a  suit  brought  by  Catharine  Dance  against  her  hus- 
band, on  account  of  adultery  of  an  aggravated  kind,  inces- 
tuous with  the  wife*s  sister.  The  parties  were  married  on  the 
Ist  July  1791;  they  were  fruiterers  in  Oxford  Street,  but  it 
does  not  appear  on  what  terms  they  lived  together  prior  to 
1796,  when  the  history  commences :  the  parties  then  had  se- 
parate beds,  which  does  not  seem  imputable  to  the  wife,  but 
to  have  been  the  determination  of  the  husband ;  though  on 
what  ground  there  is  no  evidence.  They  never,  as  far  as  ap- 
pears, bedded  together  afterwards,  and,  therefore,  what  has 
been  said  of  condonation  is  quite  out  of  the  question :  there 
must  be  something  of  a  matrimonial  intercourse  presumed,  in 
order  to  found  it ;  it  does  not  rest  merely  on  the  wife's  not 
withdrawing  herself.  But  the  Court  does  not  hold  condona- 
tion so  strictly  against  the  wife,  from  whom  it  looks  for  a  long 
suffering  and  patience  not  expected  nor  tolerated  in  the  hus- 
band :  he  is  expected  to  complain  to  the  Court  immediately. 
The  wife  is  more  inops  consilii ;  she  may  hope  to  reclaim  her 
husband.  Now,  the  sister  of  the  wife  lived  in  the  house,  and 
gross  and  odious  familiarity  is  proved  :  she  laced  her  stays  be- 
fore him  without  a  handkerchief  on ;  she  undressed  to  her  shift, 
when  going  to  bed,  in  the  presence  of  this  man  ;  his  wife,  his 
sister,  and  others,  were  also  present ;  and  as  it  is  not  stated 
what  was  said  by  them,  it  has  been  argued  that  they  were  not 
offended.     It  however  appears  that  the  brother  did   remon- 
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argument  from  a  passage  in  the  evidence ;   if  consutoby. 
clearly  proved,  though  not  pleaded,  I  will  not  ***  XMir^* 
say  it  may  not  be  sufficient,  but  the  Court  will     i7tibD«. 
never  help  it  out,  as  it  would  operate  as  a  sur-       bbbby 
prize  on  the  other  party.     If  pleaded,  equivocal       beeby. 
facts  might  be  explained:    it  therefore  shall  unpi^iaiid ooa- 
avail  so  far  only  as  it  is  fully  established  by  evi-  J^i"**^'J!J.J*J, , 
dence.    What  are  the  facts  here?    The  wife  b«riof«rMitu 
when  informed  of  her  husband's  misconduct  at  Ja  b/e^ideM. 
first  hardly  believes  it;  then  is  surprised  and 
concerned  when  satisfied  of  it  by  many  unhappy 
proofs;  and  endeavours  to  reform  him:  when 
she  is  infected,  she  declares  she  will  quit  him ; 
she  flies  to  her  mother,  is  not  received,  and  is 
obliged  to  return.    The  husband  expresses  con- 
trition,  but  continues  the   same   misconduct. 
She  makes  declarations  of  being  again  infected ; 
the  husband  does  not  amend ;  he  again  solicits 
tlie  chastity  of  his  servants  ;  he  is  proved  to  have 
done  so  as  late  as  April,  and  she  quits  his  house, 
certainly  as  early  as  June,  but  I  think  sooner. 
I  am  told,  **I  must  presume — that  she  forgave 

trate,  and  it  is  not  to  he  presumed,  that  this  conduct  was  not 
disapproved  of  by  the  others,  for  there  was  nothing  to  lead  the 
witnesses  to  mention  their  expostulations,  if  any  such  were 
made.' 

Note.  Three  maid  serTants,  examined  about  the  same 
period,  proved  acts  of  indecent  familiarity,  of  gross  indelicacy ; 
and  that  she  was  seen  coming  out  of  his  bed-room  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  25th  of  May,  1797,  in  her  shift,  without  shoes,  and 
no  clothes  on,  and  desired  the  witness  not  to  tell  the  wife, 
her  sister  :  the  witness  however  did  inform  her  at  or  about  that 
time,  and  in  consequence  she  withdrew  from  his  house  on  the 

29th  of  December. 

The  Court  pronounced  for  the  separation. 

VOL.  I.  3  Ci 
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Term, 

UtIiDeek 
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Bbbby. 


The  general 
presamption  is 
that  a  husband 
and  wife,  liviog 
io  the  same 
hoQse,  live  on 
terms  of  matri- 
monial cohabi- 
tation;  botpar- 
Uoular   circum- 
stances ma  J 
repel   that  pre- 
samption. 


'*  him ;  that  she  voluntarily  returned ;  that  she 
^*  continued  to  admit  him  to  her  bed,  as  they 
**  were  not  in  separate  hous^ ;  that  the  separa- 
"  tion  took  place  on  the  ground  of  another 
"  misunderstanding — temper;  that  they  sepa- 
"  rated  in  perfect  friendship ;  that  they  mutu- 
**  ally  engaged  when  they  parted  to  live  chastely, 
^*  and  that  she  was  bound  to  presume  that  the 
"  husband  had  never  violated  that  engagement, 
"  and  to  act  accordingly."  If  I  am  bound  to  act 
upon  presumption,  I  should  presume  in  almost 
every  instance  the  reverse, — that  such  conduct, 
especially  the  communication  of  disease,  must 
have  raised  the  anger  of  the  wife  ;  the  commu- 
nication of  a  painful  and  nauseous  disease  in  the 
midst  of  conjugal  endearment !  Surely  if  there 
is  an  injury  almost  beyond  forgiveness,  it  is 
what  had  taken  place  here,  and  this  was  treat- 
ment under  which  beyond  all  others  the  door  of 
a  parent  ought  to  have  been  open  to  her  child. 
Her  mother  however  refused  to  receive  her,  and 
her  return  consequently  was  the  result  of  neces- 
sity :  but  if  it  had  been  voluntary,  still  there 
may  be  circumstances  in  which,  even  under 
such  injuries,  it  may  be  right  for  a  wife  to  re- 
turn ;  there  may  be  hopes  of  the  husband's  re- 
formation. How  the  husband  was  reformed 
is  apparent  from  the  evidence  ;  some  of  the  wit- 
nesses say,  that  after  her  return  they  lived  on 
good  terms ;  others — not.  The  general  pre- 
sumption is,  that  a  husband  and  wife  living  to- 
gether in  the  same  house,  do  live  on  terms  of 
matrimonial  cohabitation,  but  particular  circum- 
stances may  repel  that  presumption ;  and  taking 
together  all  the  evidence  before  and  after  that 
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return,  I  lean  the  other  way.  I  think  that  here 
it  is  more  probable  they  did  not ;  and  the  deed 
of  separation  recites  that  unhappy  disputes  had 
occurred.  Again,  the  presumption  is  that  the 
husband's  conduct  continued  the  same  as  be- 
fore ;  for  that  this  man  should  devote  himself 
to  chastity  is  as  probable  as  that  the  Ethiopian 
should  change  his  skin.  These  are  the  pre- 
sumptions to  which  the  evidence  would  draw 
my  mind. 

It  is  however  sufficient  that  that  evidence  is 
only  equivocal.  Condonation,  if  set  forward  in 
this  manner,  must  be  fully  proved ;  but  here  it 
is  left  equivocal.  But  what  is  the  effect  of  con- 
donation ?  In  general  it  is  a  good  plea  in  bar; 
it  is  not  fit  that  a  man  should  sue  for  a  debt 
which  he  has  released ;  but  here  the  plea  in  bar 
is  compensatio :  and  condonation  is  not  in  bar  of 
the  action,  but  a  counter-plea.  Here  the  wife 
does  not  pray  relief,  but  prays  to  be  dismissed. 
It  does  not  follow  that  the  same  act  which  will 
bar  the  remedy  will  operate  on  the  other  side. 
And  unless  it  is  an  universal  rule  that  what- 
ever is  a  plea  in  bar,  and  disables  a  party  from 
bringing  the  suit,  likewise  destroys  the  defence, 
the  present  attempt  cannot  avail  the  husband. 
A  man,  it  is  true,  who  has  forgiven  adultery, 
cannot  bring  a  suit ;  but  when  he  complains  of 
his  wife,  will  her  forgiveness  of  his  previous 
misconduct  make  him  a  proper  person  to  re- 
ceive the  sentence  of  the  Court?  Does  her 
act  bind  the  Court  ?  If  both  are  equally  guilty, 
will  Tier  condonation  make  him  rectus  in  curid 
and  enable  him  to  procure  a  sentence  ? 

There  may  be  cases  where  a  wife  may  by 

3  G  2 
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It  does  not  fol- 
low that  beoaote 
oondonatioD  wUl 
bar  the  remedy 
of  a  part  J  agent, 
it  will  destroj 
the  defence  of  a 
partj  reorimi* 
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^'^^'      forgiveness,  by  cohabitation,  by  the  reformation 

coNsisTOBY,  of  the  husband,  be  so  barred,  that  an  obsolete 

*  TEVir^*  fact  shall  not  be  a  defence.     This  bar  would 


nth  Dee. 
Bbbby 

V. 

Bbbby. 


not,  however,  be  effected  so  much  by  condona- 
tion as  by  the  general  state  between  them,  and 
the  consequent  impossibility  of  reviving  former 
follies.  It  is  impossible  to  assimilate  this  to 
the  cases  I  have  put,  unless  I  can  compd 
my  mind  to  a  belief  that  Mr.  Beeby  has  com- 
plied with  the  vow  of  chastity  supposed  to 
exist  in  the  articles  of  separation  :  that  how- 
ever I  cannot  do  in  the  present  instance. 

It  is  said,  that  condonation  is  favoured  be- 
cause it  induces  the  parties  to  live  together 
again  ;  but  here  the  effect  would  be  to  separate 
them,  to  shut  the  door  more  completely  against 
a  return :  here,  if  the  Court  does  not  pronounce 
a  sentence  of  separation,  is  no  impossibility 
of  a  return.  Both  have  much  to  be  forgiven: 
the  wife  for  the  injury  done  to  the  children, 
whom  she  has  deserted,  to  her  husband  whom 
she  has  dishonoured,  to  her  own  character 
which  she  has  disgraced,  and  to  society,  which 
she  has  outraged.  The  husband  has  still  more 
to  be  forgiven,  even  as  the  means  of  his  wife's 
misconduct.  It  has  been  much  pressed  that 
the  children  will  be  injured  by  a  dismissal  of 
the  parties  ;  but  this  is  a  bad  plea  for  the 
father  who  has  occasioned  the  mischief:  and 
the  answer  is  prompt  and  legal;  he  must  not 
press  on  the  Court  considerations  for  those 
whom  he  has  not  himself  considered.  The  con- 
sequences are  to  be  warded  off  by  other  means. 
It  frequently,  however,  happens,  that  these  con- 
sequences fall   by  law,  as  by  nature,   on   the 
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innocent  connexions  of  guilty  persons  ;  but  the  ^'^^' 
effect  is  to  bind  duty  more  strongly  on  all.  I  coNsuTosr, 
think  if  a  divorce  is  granted  under  these  cir- 
cumstances it  will  be  granted  in  such  as  never 
before  founded  a  sentence ;  and  I  shall  be  con- 
tent to  receive  such  a  precedent  from  the  supe- 
rior tribunal :  but  my  opinion  is  that  Mr.  Beeby 
is  not  entitled  to  the  sentence  he  prays ;  and  I 
therefore  dismiss  the  wife. 


Term» 
irtbDce. 

Beeby 

V. 

Brbbt. 


N.B.  The  preceding  cases  of  Popkin  t.  Popkin,  D'Aguilar  t. 
D'Aguilar,  Beeby  v.  Beeby»  and  Dance  v.  Dance  have  been 
printed  from  a  collation  of  two  cotemporary  manuscript  notes. 
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ABATEMENT  OF  SUIT. 

A  suit  by  the  wife  against  her 
husband  having  abated  by  the 
wife's  death,  the  Court  will  not^ 
at  the  petition  of  the  Proctor, 
direct  tne  costs  incurred  by  the 
wife  to  be  paid  by  the  husband. 
Cheale  v.  Cheale.         Pog^  374 


ACCOUNT. 
See  Inventory. 

ACCUSATION    OF  ADUL- 
TERY. 

A  groundless  and  malicious  charee 
against  the  wife's  chastity  fol- 
lowed up  by  turning  her  out  of 
doors,  «Ad  not  attempted  to  be 
pleaded  nor  proved^  '^Sl^  ^^' 


leged  with  other  acts  of  cruelty 
as  a  ground  of  separation. 
Quare,  whether  it  would  not 
revive  condoned  adultery.  Du- 
rant  v.  Durant.  Page  769 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Bona  Notabilia.  Call- 
ing IN  Admin  isTBATiojf. 
Practice,  6, 7.  Residuaby 
Legatee.  Variation  in 
grant  from  dscrbs. 

1.  Administration  of  the  goods  of 
an  intestate  bastard,  drowned 
together  with  his  wife  and  only 
child,  will  be  granted  to  a  cre- 
ditor, the  King's  Proctpr  hav- 
ing been  cited,  but  not  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  wife,  on 
presumption  that  the  husband 
survived ;  and  the  debt  being 
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large,  and  the  property  small. 
Colvin  V.  The  Kings  Proctor. 

Page  92 

2.  The  21  Hen.  8.  c.  6.  s.  3. 
leaves  it  to  the  discretion  of  the 
ordinary  to  ^ant  administra- 
tion to  the  widow  or  to  the  next 
of  kin.     Dew  v.  Clark.         :il2 

3.  Administration  may  be  granted 
to  the  nephew  on  tne  renuncia- 
tion of  his  father — the  brother 
and  sole  next  of  kin  of  the  de- 
ceased,   re  Keane,  692 

ADMINISTRATION  BOND. 

See  Administrator  penden- 
te LITE,  2.     Practice,  7. 

An  action  at  common  law  being 
brought,  in  the  Archbishop's 
name,  by  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  against  the  executors 
of  the  original  administrator  for 
the  balance  of  the  intestate's 
effects,  the  Comrt  will  direct  the 
bond,  given  by  the  original  ad- 
ministrator, to  be  attended 
with,  on  security  being  given 
to  indemnify  the  Archbishop 
against  costs,  re  Hal/,         139 

ADMINISTRATION   CUM 
TESTAMENTO  ANNEXO. 

See  Affidavit,  WILL  contain- 
ed IN.  Attorney.  Exe- 
cutor, 3.  Feme  Covert,  4. 
Informal  Paper.  Lunacy. 
Nuncupative  Will.  Prac- 
tice, 8.  Residuary  Le- 
gatee. Revocation  of 
Administration.  Unexe- 
cuted Paper.  Unfinish- 
ed Paper.      Variation  in 

GRANT    from  DbCREE. 

Administration    with    a  will  in 


which  was  no  executor  nor  re- 
siduary legatee)  annexed,  may 
be  decreed  to  two  aunts  of  the 
deceased,  legatees  in  the  will 
and  daughters  of  the  grand- 
mother (the  next  of  kin),  she 
being  ninety  years  of  age,  and 
incapable,     re  Hinckley.     All 

ADMINISTRATION  DE  BO- 
NIS  NON. 

See  Administration^  Bond. 

1.  Probate  of  a  will  of  a  feme  co- 
vert (supposed  at  the  time  of 
the  grant  to  hare  been  sole) 
reroked ;  and  administration 
granted  to  her  next  of  kin,  the 
husband  having  died  after  her : 
the  administration  of  a  feme 
covert's  goods,  left  unadminis- 
tered  by  the  husband,  having 
been  hdd,  in  several  cases,  to 
belong  under  31  Edw.  3.  st  1. 
c.  11.  and  21  Hen.  8.  c.  5.  to 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  though 
the  right  to  the  property  is  in 
the  representatives  of  the  hus- 
band. But  if  the  persons  who 
on  her  death  were  her  next  of 
kin  die  before  the  grant  of  ad- 
ministration, the  Court  may 
exercise  its  discretion-  Re 
Gill,  341  and  344.  See  also 
Wellington  otherwise  Hole  v. 
Dolman^  344.  Kinkside  v. 
Cleaver,  345.  Walton  v.  Jo- 
cobson,  346.  Reece  v.  Strafford, 

347 

2.  Administration  durante  mino- 
ritate,  formerly  granted  to  the 
mother,  having  ceased  by  the 
minor's  deatli,  and  the  mother 
having  thereby  become  joint 
residmiy  legatee  with  another 
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A  suit  by  the  wife  against  her 
husband  having  abated  by  the 
wife's  death,  the  Court  will  not, 
at  the  petition  of  the  Proctor, 
direct  tne  costs  incurred  by  the 
wife  to  be  paid  by  the  husband. 
Cheale  v.  Cheale,        Page  374 


ACCOUNT. 
See  Inventory. 

ACCUSATION    OF  ADUL- 
TERY. 

A  groundless  and  malicious  charge 
against  the  wife's  chastity  fol- 
lowed up  by  turning  her  out  of 
doors,  and  not  attempted  to  be 
pleaded  nor  proved,  mav  be  al- 


leged with  other  acts  of  cruelty 
as  a  ground  of  separation. 
(hiare,  whether  it  would  not 
revive  condoned  adultery.  JDii- 
rant  v.  Durant.  Page  769 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Bona  Notabtlia.  Call- 
ing IN  Admin  isTBATiON. 
Practice,  6, 7.  Residuaby 
Legatee.  Variation  im 
grant  from  dscrbb. 

1.  Administration  of  the  goods  of 
an  intestate  bastard,  drowned 
together  with  his  wife  and  only 
child,  will  be  granted  to  a  cre- 
ditor, the  King's  Proctor  hav- 
ing been  cited,  but  not  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  wife,  on 
presumption  that  the  husband 
survived ;  and  the  debt  being 
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and  the  birth  of  a  child  during 
the  huflband's  absence  from 
Great  Britain^  be  pleaded,  it  is 
useless  to  prove  more  than  a 
few  facts,  such  as  the  birth  of  a 
child,  identity,  and  non-access. 
Richardson  v.  Richardson. 

Page  6 
%  Sembk,  going  to  a  brothel  and 
.  remaining  alone  for  a  consider- 
able time  in  a  room  with  a  com- 
mon pixwtitute  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence from  which  to  infer  adul- 
tery.   Astley  V.  Astley.        719 

3.  A  marded^an  ^ing  to  a 
brothel,  knowing  it  to  be  a 
house  of  that  description,  raises 
a  suspicion  of  adultery  neces- 
sary to  be  rebutted  by  the  very 
best  evidence.    Ibid.  720 

4.  In  a  suit  for  separation  cL  men- 
9&  et  thoro  by  reason  of  the 
wife's  adultery,  she,  having  in 
a  plea  of  recrunination,  or  com- 
pemaiio  crimnum,  proved  a  long 
series  of  misconauct — (adul- 
tery, solicitation  of  the  servants' 
chastity,  and  venereal  disease 
communicated  to  her)  —  for 
which  she  separated  from  him 
long  prior  to  the  adultery  com- 
mitted by  her,  is  entitled  to  her 
dismissal ;  nor  will  a  return  to 
live  in  the  same  house,  after  a 
former  separation  on  account  of 
the  husband's  adultery,  operate 
as  a  condonation  so  as  to  ex- 
tinguish her  right  to  set  up  his 

lilt   as  a  bar  to  his  prayer. 
kebj/  V.  Beeby.  789 
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AFFECTIONS  OF  TESTA- 
TOR. 

See  Capacity. 
A  testator  having,  (ten  years  be- 


fore his  death)  when  in  perfect 
health,  executed  a  will    and, 
subsequently,    a    codicil    con- 
formable to  his  ascertained  af- 
fections ;  and  two  years  and  a 
half  before  his  death,  after  a 
paralytic  stroke  producing  at 
least    great    bodily    infirmity, 
having  executed  a  second  co- 
dicil materially  departing  from 
those    instruments;     and    six 
months    before    his    death,  a 
third  codicil  revdcing  the  se- 
cond and  reverting   to  the  for- 
mer disposition ;  probate  of  the 
will,  first,   and  third   codicils 
granted,  there  being  no  satis- 
factory proof  of  a  change  in  his 
affections,  and  the  evidence  of 
volition  and  capacity  being  at 
least  as  strong  in  support  of 
the  third  as  of  the  second  co- 
dicil   Kitig  and  Thwaits  v.  Far- 
ley.  Page  602 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Practice,  8,  9. 


AFFIDAVIT  OF   SCRIPTS. 

An  affidavit  of  scripts,  ^'  that  no 
testamentary  paper  of  the  de- 
ceased had,  at  any  time,  come 
to  the  appearer's  hands  or  poi- 
session,^'  without  adding  "  that 
it  had  not  come  to  his  hum- 
ledge"  is  insufficient.  Colvin  v. 
Eraser ,  117,  notis. 

AFFIDAVIT,  WILL  CON- 
TAINED m. 

The  or^||nal  will  being  lost  and  no 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PRINCIPAL  MATTERS 


ABATEMENT  OF  SUIT. 

A  suit  by  the  wife  against  her 
husband  having  abated  by  the 
wife's  death,  the  Court  will  not, 
at  the  petition  of  the  Proctor, 
direct  tne  costs  incurred  by  the 
wife  to  be  paid  by  the  husband. 
Cheale  v.  Cheale.         P(^^  374 


ACCOUNT. 
See  Inventory. 

ACCUSATION    OF  ADUL- 
TERY. 

A  groundless  and  malicious  charge 
against  the  wife's  chastity  fol- 
lowed up  by  turning  her  out  of 
doors^  and  not  attempted  to  be 
pleaded  nor  proved,  ma?  be  al- 


leged with  other  acts  of  cruelty 
as  a  ground  of  separation. 
Quare,  whether  it  would  not 
revive  condoned  adultery.  JDii- 
rant  v.  Durant.  Page  769 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Bona  Notabtlia.  Call- 
ing IN  Admin  isTBATiojf. 
Practice,  6, 7.  Residuaby 
Legatee.  Variation  in 
grant  from  dscrbb. 

1.  Administration  of  the  goods  of 
an  intestate  bastard,  drowned 
together  with  his  wife  and  only 
child,  will  be  granted  to  a  cre- 
ditor, the  King's  Proctor  hav- 
ing been  cited,  but  not  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  wife,  on 
presumption  that  the  husband 
survivea ;  and  the  debt  being 


806 


APPKARANCE* 


ATTESTATION    CLAUSE. 


the  residuary  legatees,  on  being 
personally  cited  to  propound 
the  will  or  to  show  cause.  Sec. 
not  appearing.  Parker  t.  Hick- 
fnatt.  Page  211 

AMBIGUITY. 
See  Parol  Evidence. 


ANSWERS. 

See  Faculties,  Allegation 
OP.  Nullity  op  Mabriaoe, 
3.  Testamentary  Sche- 
dule, 2. 

A  party,  not  giving  in  his  answers 
on  tne  day  of  me  return  of  the 
decree  personally  served,  will 
be  pronounced  contumacious : 
smuiier  a  witness  not  appear- 
ing to  a  compulsory.  Wyuie  v. 
MOtt  and  French.  33,  and  notis. 

APPEAL. 

See  Irregularity  in  Pro- 
ceedings, 1.  Practice,  2. 6. 

On  an  appeal  from  pronounc- 
ing a  party  contumacious,  the 
Judge  it  quo  is  not  justified  in 
proceeding  to  certify  the  con- 
tempt ;  but  the  superior  Court 
cannot  interpose  till  the  inhibi- 
tion is  returned.  Hamerton  v. 
Hamerton.    24.  720^15. 

APPEARANCE. 

Appearance  waives  any  objection 
so  far  as  respects  the  formality 
of  the  proceeding.  Prankard 
V.  Deacle.  185 


ARCHBISHOP. 

See  Administration  Bond. 
Jurisdiction,  4.  Pecu- 
liars. 

ARCHDEACON,  COURT  OF. 

See  Irregularity  in  Pro- 
ceedings. 

ARCHES,  COURT  OF. 

See  Jurisdiction,  2,  3. 
Norris  v.  Hemingway,  p.  4.  noiu. 


ARCHES,  DEAN  OF. 
See  Deprivation.  Peculiars. 

ARTICLES. 

See  Criminal  Suit,  2.  Ir- 
regularity IN  Proceed- 
ings, 1. 

'•  ARTICULO  MORTIS." 
See  Will,   1. 

ASSIGNMENT    OF     INTE- 
REST. 

See  Revocation  of  Adminis- 
tration. 

ATTESTATION  CLAUSE 

See  Paper  Testamentary. 

1.  A  paper  having  an  attestation 
clause  in  the  plural  namber, 
but  only  one  witness,  and  the 
date  of  the  year  written  on  an 
erasure ;  on  affidavit  of  the 
executor  to  a  recognitioii  and 
from  the  attesting  witness  to 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PRINCIPAL  MATTERS 


ABATEMENT  OF  SUIT. 

A  suit  by  the  wife  against  her 
husband  having  abated  by  the 
wife's  death,  the  Court  will  not, 
at  the  petition  of  the  Proctor, 
direct  tne  costs  incurred  by  the 
wife  to  be  paid  by  the  husband. 
Cheale  v.  Cheale.        Pogc  374 


ACCOUNT. 
See  Inventory. 

ACCUSATION    OF  ADUL- 
TERY. 

A  groundless  and  malicious  charge 
against  the  wife's  chastity  fol- 
lowed up  by  turning  her  out  of 
doors^  and  not  attempted  to  be 
pleaded  nor  proved^  may  be  al- 


leged with  other  acts  of  cruelty 
as  a  ground  of  separation. 
Chiare,  whether  it  would  not 
revive  condoned  adultery.  Du- 
rani  v.  DurafU.  Page  769 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Bona  Notabilia.  Call- 
ing IN  Admin  isTBATiON. 
Practice,  6, 7.  Residuary 
Legatee.      Variation    m 

GRANT  FROM  DeCRBB. 

1.  Administration  of  the  goods  of 
an  intestate  bastard,  drowned 
together  with  his  wife  and  only 
child,  will  be  granted  to  a  cre- 
ditor, the  King's  Proctor  hav- 
ing been  cited,  but  not  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  wife,  on 
presumption  that  the  husband 
survivea ;  and  the  debt  being 


SOB 


BAR. 


BONA    NOTABILIA. 


3.  All  Ckmrts  jealously  guard 
suitors  against  that  sort  of  in- 
fluence and  knowledge  which 
Attomies,  Agents,  Guardians, 
&c.  possess,  and  may  exercise 
injuriously  towards  their  Cli- 
ents. Where  such  relations  of 
confidence  exist,  and  where 
the  party  frames  an  instrument 
for  his  own  advantage  and  be- 
nefit, every  presumption  arises 
against  the  transaction.  In  the 
case  of  such  an  executor,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  prove  fraud 
and  circumvention;  he  must 
remove  the  suspicion  by  clear 
and  satisfactory  proof.     lUd. 

Page  394,  396 

Though  the  parties  may  stand 
in  any  such  suspicious  rela- 
tion, and  though  there  may 
be  suspicious  conduct  and 
some  deficiency  of  capacity, 
yet  satisfactory  evidence  of  the 
factum  may  establish  the  in- 
strument :  it  is  not  in  law  in- 
valid.    Ibid.  400 


BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 

See  Feme  Covert,  2.     Juris- 
diction, 4. 

BANK  NOTES. 
See  Informal  Paper,  1. 

BASTARD. 

See  Administration,  1.     Un- 
executed Paper,  5. 

BAR, 
See    Adultery,  4.     Conduct 


OF  Party.  Compensatio 
Criminom.  Condonation. 
Lapse  of  Time. 

1.  Slighter  acts  will  bar  than  will 
found  an  original  suit.  Astley 
V.  Astley.  Pase  721 

2.  Semble,  a  single  act  of  adultery 
is  sufficient  to  bar  the  hus- 
band's remedy.     Ibid.         722 

3.  Entering  into  a  voluntary  deed 
of  separation  and  bringing  an 
action  on  that  deed^-does  not 
bar  a  wife  from  proceeding  for  a 
divorce  in  the  Spiritual  Court, 
nor  bear  unfavourably  on  her 
case.   DufwU  v.  Ihtrant.    760 

4.  In  suits  of  adultery,  &c.  mere 
lapse  of  time  is  not  sufficient  to 
bar  the  wife's  remedy.  Rud- 
ing  V.  Ruding.  740.  notis. 
Also,  Popldn  v.  Popkm.  796 
notis. 

BIRTH  OF  ISSUE, 
See  Will  3. 

BISHOP,    JURISDICTION 

OF. 

See  Irregularity  in  Pro- 
ceedings. Jurisdiction.  4. 
Pew,  3. 

BONA  NOTABILIA. 

See  Jurisdiction,  4. 

A  Diocesan  Administration  ob- 
tained by  one  next  of  kin  may 
be  directed  to  be  brought  in, 
and  pronounced  null  and  ?oid 
on  the  prayer  of  another  next 
of  kin  who  had  taken  out  a 
Prerogative  administration:  the 
diocesan    administrator    beino: 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PRINCIPAL  MATTERS 


ABATEMENT  OF  SUIT. 

A  suit  by  the  wife  against  her 
husband  having  abated  by  the 
wife's  death,  the  Court  will  not^ 
at  the  petition  of  the  Proctor, 
direct  tne  costs  incurred  by  the 
wife  to  be  paid  by  the  husband. 
Cheale  v.  Cheale.         Page  374 


ACCOUNT. 
See  Inventory. 

ACCUSATION    OF  ADUL- 
TERY. 

A  groundless  and  malicious  charge 
against  the  wife's  chastity  fol- 
lowed up  by  turning  her  out  of 
doors^  and  not  attempted  to  be 
pleaded  nor  proved^  ii^l>®  ^i~ 


leged  with  other  acts  of  cruelty 
as  a  ground  of  separation. 
Quare,  whether  it  would  not 
revive  condoned  adultery.  JDii- 
rant  v.  Durant.  Page  769 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Bona  Notabilia.  Call- 
ing IN  Admin  isTBATiojf. 
Practice,  6, 7.  Residuaby 
Legatee.      Variation    in 

GRANT  FROM  DeCRBS. 

1.  Administration  of  the  goods  of 
an  intestate  bastard,  drowned 
together  with  his  wife  and  only 
child,  will  be  granted  to  a  cre- 
ditor, the  King's  Proctor  hav- 
ing been  cited,  but  not  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  wife,  on 
presumption  that  the  husband 
survived ;  and  the  debt  being 


810 


CANC£LLATION. 


CAPACITY, 


that  even  the  executor  might 
re-propound  them.  Wood  v. 
M^.  Pi^e  661 

An  alle^tion  re-propounding  two 
unfinished  papers  rejected,  the 
facts  not  being  sufficient  to  re- 
but the  adverse  presumption  of 
law:  and  the  administrator, 
who  appeared  under  protest, 
diwniHsed  with   costs.      Ibid. 

661 

3.  Where  administration  was 
granted  in  1791,  on  the  re- 
nunciation of  the  next  of  kin, 
to  a  creditor  who  died  in  1806 ; 
when  no  de  bonis  grant  was 
taken  out  till  March  1827,  and 
when  an  administration,  limited 
to  certain  leasehold  property, 
and  ^pranted  at  that  time  (witn- 
out  citing  the  next  of  kin)  to  a 
nominee  of  the  persons  in  pos- 
session of  such  property,  was, 
in  February  1828,  callea  in  by 
the  representative  of  the  next 
of  kin,  such  representative  held 
barred  by  time  and  circum- 
stances, and  the  administrator, 
who  appeared  under  protest, 
dismissed  with  costs.  SkeJ/ing- 
ton  V.  White.  699 

CALLING  IN  PROBATE. 
5eeCAPAciTY,2.  Costs(Full). 

CANCELLATION. 

An  executor  having,  in  pencil,  al- 
tered a  will  (by  tne  direction  of 
the  testator  who  approved  of  it 
when  so  altered)  and  then  can- 
celled it  only  in  order  that 
another  might  be  drawn  up,  the 
preparation  of  which  was  pre- 
vented by  the  death  of  the  de- 


ceased; probale»  in  common 
form,  of  the  canodled  will  (in  its 
original  state)  will  be  ^^ranted 
on  a  proxy  of  consent  from  all 
persons  interested,  re  Applebee. 

Page  143 

CANONS,  A.  D.  1603. 

68th,  69th  Appendix,  p.  6.  92nd, 
p.  637.  93K]r,  p-  626.  107th,  p. 
11.  122nd,  p.  47.  134th,  135th, 
137th,  p.  684. 

CAPACITY. 

See  Affections  of  Testatob. 
Attorney  and  Client. 
Executor,  3.  Instruc- 
tions, 2.  Qui  be  scripsit 
ujEREDEM,  1.    Will,  2. 

1.  The  clearest  and  most  consis- 
tent evidence  of  capacity  and 
voUtion  are  required  to  support 
a  codicil  conveying  bequests  of 
such  extent  as  to  be  irrecon- 
cileable  with  the  character  of 
the  deceased,  and  with  her  in- 
tentions as  proved  by  her  affec- 
tions and  former  testamentary 
dispositions;  the  deceased  being 
at  the  time  within  ten  days  of 
her  death  and  in  a  state  of  ex- 
treme weakness  and  debiUtj, 
all  her  confidential  friends  ex- 
cluded or  absent,  and  those 
only  about  her  who  are  bene- 
fited under,  or  engaged  in,  the 
preparation  or  execution  of  the 
instrument.     Bridges  v.  King. 

256 

2.  When  the  opinions  of  persons, 
apparently  intending  to  depose 
fairly,  are  contradictory  as  to 
capacity  (pariicularly  if  facts 
show  the  deceased  was  occa- 


CERTIFICATE. 


COHABITATION.        811 


siooally  capable),  the  Court  will 
infer  a  fluctuating  capacity. 
The  will  of  a  person  in  such  a 
state,  of  which  will  probate  was 
taken  out  four  months  after  the 
deceased's  death  and  not  called 
in  for  two  years  and  a  half,  pro- 
nounced for ;  there  being  satis- 
factory evidence  of  instructions 
and  of  capacity  at  the  time  of 
the  fact  urn;  the  disposition  con- 
tained being  consistent  with  his 
affections,  and  its  variation  from 
a  will,  executed  before  his  mind 
became  impaired,  being  ac- 
counted for  by  a  change  of  cir- 
cumstances. Williams  formerly 
Cook  v.  Goude  and  BenneL 

Page  577 
3.  The  asserted  will  of  a  person 
of  fluctuating  capacity  (totally 
abandoning  the  principles  of  a 
former  disposition,  made  before 
the  deceased's  faculties  were 
impaired,  and  long  adhered  to) 
pronounced  against;  and  the 
executor,  the  person  principally 
beneflted,  who  among  other 
things  indicative  of  fraud,  had 
himself  given  the  instructions, 
and  whose  son,  a  minor,  alone 
spoke  to  the  execution,  con- 
deomed  in  costs.  Dodge  v. 
Meech.  612 

CAVEAT. 

See  Attestation  Clause,   1. 
Practice,  6. 


CERTIFICATE. 

SeeFoBEiGN  Law,  1.   Nullity 
OF  Marriage,  3. 


1 


CHURCHWARDENS. 
ScePEWs,  1,3,4,6. 

Churchwardens  are,  to  a  certain 
degree,  the  guardians  of  the 
moral  character  and  public  de- 
cency of  their  respective  pa- 
rishes. Griffiths  y.  Reed  and 
Harris.  Page  208 

CITATION. 

See  Administration,  1.  Ap- 
pearance. Decree  to  see 
Proceedings,  &c.  Process, 
Irregularity  in. 

CLANDESTINITY. 

See  Attorney  and  Client. 
Nullity  of  Marriage,  1. 

Clandestinity  is  a  strong  indica- 
tion of  fraud.   Brydges  v.  King. 

310 

CLERK  IN  ORDERS. 
See  Criminal  Suit,  3. 

CODICIL. 

See  Affections  of  Testator. 
Attorney  AND  Client.  Ca- 
pacity, 1.    Proof,  2. 

COGNIZANCE  OF  SUIT. 

See  Calling  in  Administra- 
tion, 1.  Irregularity  in 
Proc£EDINGs,1.  Practice,  6. 

COHABITATION. 

See  Condonation.  Conduct 
of  Party,  1.    Cruelty,  4. 

1.  If  a  wife  proceeding  against  her 
3  H 


yf 


812  COltPEiirftATIO  CEIMINUM. 


husband  fat  cnidty  ilnd  adul- 
tery was  not  originally  justified 
in  withdrawing  from  cohabita- 
tion, the  Court  must  pronounce 
her  under  the  obligation  to  re- 
turn,   jyAgttUar  v,  UAguUar. 

Pa^  784 
2.  The  general  presumption  is 
that  a  husband  and  wife^  living 
in  the  same  house^  live  on  terms 
of  matrimonial  cohabitation,  but 
particular  circumstances  may 
repel  that  piresumptidn.  Bee- 
by  Y.  Beeby.  796 

COLLATERAL  FACTS. 
5eeEviBBNC£;  1. 

COLLUSION. 
See  Executor,  1. 

COMPENSATIO  CRIMI- 

NUM. 

See  Evidence,  2. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  separation  h  men' 
sa  et  thoroj  the  wife's  adultery 
being  fully  established,  but  she 
having  on  a  recriminatory  alle- 
gation proved  facts  antecedent 
to  her  adultery  from  which  the 
Court  necessarily  presumed  the 
husband's  adultery,  this  a- 
mounts  to  compensatio  crimi-- 
num,  and  the  wife  is  entitled  to 
be  dismissed.    Astley  v.  Astley, 

714 

2.  The  doctrine  received  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  of  Eng- 
land from  the  civil  and  canon 

.  law  that  a  plea  of  recrimination, 
or  compensatio  criminumy  is  a 
valid  plea  in  bar,  is  founded  on 


COHrDOKATIOK. 

the  principle  that  ft  ihan  caimot 
complain  of  the  breach  of  a 
contract  which  he  has  violated. 
Beeby  v,  J3te6y.  Page  790 

COMPULSORY. 
See  Witness,  1.     Answebs. 

CONCLUSION  OF  CAUSE. 

See  Rescinding  Conclusion. 

The  Court,  against  whom  the 
cause  is  never  concluded,  liiay 
at  the  hearing  admit  fulther 
evidence.      Ingram  v.  Wyatt, 

105 
CONDONATION. 

See  Accusation  of  Adultebt. 
Adultery.  Bar.  Cohabi- 
tation. Conduct  op  Pas- 
ty.   Evidence,  2. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  divorce  on  account 
of  the  husband's  adultery,  after 
a  condonation  of  former  adul- 
terieSy  there  must  be,  in  order 
to  establish  condonation  of  sub- 
sequent adultery  as  a  bar  to  the 
wife's  remedy,  evidence  that 
she  was  aware  of  this  renewed 
misconduct;  nor  can  such 
knowledge  be  inferred  from 
slight  facts,  and  from  cohabita- 
tion, but  it  must  be  clearly  and 
distinctly  proved.  Durant  v. 
Durant.  733 

2.  Cruelty  revives  condoned  adul- 
tery.     fVorsley  v.  Worsle^,  734 

3.  If  a  wife  forgives  earlier  adul- 
tery upon  condition  and  as- 
surance of  future  amendment, 
on  the  husband  again  commit- 
ting adultery  that  preyious  in- 
j  ury  revives.     Ibid.  745 


CONDONATION. 


CONDUCT  OF    PARTT.      813 


4.  Qnttrtf  whether  condonation^ 
unless  as  far  as  is  admitted 
by  the  adverse  case,  can  be  set 
up  without  being  pl^ed.  Sem- 
bU,  that  in  no  case  has  it  been 
held  to  estop  a  party  where  not 
pleaded.      Durant  v.  Durant. 

Page  761 

6.  Condonation  is  for^veness 
with  an  implied  condition  that 
the  injury  snail  not  be  repeated, 
and  that  the  other  party  shall 
be  treated  with  conjugal  kind- 
ness: on  breach  of  the  condi- 
tion the  right  to  a  remedy  for 
the  former  injuiies  revives. 
Ibid.  761 

6.  A  conditional  promise  made 
under  force  and  violence  to  re- 
turn to  the  husband's  bed  is  no 
condonation^  if  the  condition  is 
not  fulfilled.   Popkm  v.  Popkin. 

767.  natis. 

7.  The  mode  in  which  after  a  se- 
paration a  return  to  cohabita- 
tion was  effected  is  material  to 
show,  whether  there  was  or  was 
not  condonation.  D'Aguilar  v. 
UAguilar.  781 

8.  All  condonations  by  operation 
of  law  are  expressly  or  implied- 
ly conditional ;  for  the  effect  is 

.  taken  off  by  the  repetition  of 
misconduct.  Ibid. 

9.  The  wife's  unwilling  acquies- 
cence in  a  return  to  bve  in  the 
same  house,  but  without  connu- 
bial cohabitation,  does  not 
amount  to  a  complete  forgive- 
ness.   Ibid.  782 

.10.  Conjugal  cohabitation  after  an 
act  of  adultery  avowed  by  the 
husband  to  the  wife  may  be 
condonation;  but  if  a  wife 
overlooks  one  act  of  human  in- 
firmity it  is  not  a  legal  conse^ 


quence    that  she  pardons  all 
other    acts.  D'Aguilar    v. 

ITAguilar.  Page  786 

11.  Condonation  is  not  held  so 
strictly  against  a  wife  as  against 
a  husband.  Ibid. 

12.  Condonation  is  forgiveness 
legally  releasing  the  injury,  and 
may  be  express ;  or  imphcd — 
as  by  the  husband  cohabiting 
with  a  deHnquent  wife;  but 
the  effect  of  cohabitation  is 
less  stringent  on  the  wife,  and 
condonation  by  implication  is 
not  held  a  strict  bar  against 
her,  for  it  is  not  improper  she 
should  for  a  time  diow  a  pa- 
tient forbearance  and  entertain 
hopes  of  her  husband's  reform. 
Deeby  v.  Beeby  793 

13.  Unpleaded  condonation  can 
only  so  far  avail  as  a  bar^  as  it 
is  fully  established  by  evi- 
dence.   Ibid.  796 

14.  It  does  not  follow  that  be- 
cause condonation  will  bar  the 
remedy  of  a  party  agent,  it  will 
destroy  the  defence  of  a  party 
recriminating.     Ibid.  797 

16.  Where  the  parties  have  sepa- 
rate beds,  there  must,  in  oraer 
to  found  condonation,  be  some- 
thing of  matrimonial  inter- 
course presumed  :  it  does  not 
rest  merely  on  the  wife's  not 
withdrawing  herself.  Dance  v. 
Dance.  794  notis. 

CONDUCT  OF  PARTY. 

(See  Husband  and  Wife,  2. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  wife 
to  withdraw  from  cc^abitation 
on  the  first  or  second  instance 
of  misconduct.  It  is  legal  and 
meritorious  to  be  patient  as  long 
as  poBsibk.  Forbearabce  does 
3  h2 
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COSTS. 


COSTS  (full)  oivek. 


not  weaken  her  title  to  relief. 
Popkin  V.  Popkin. 

Pagt  768  iw^w. 
2.  A  wife's  delay  in  applying  to 
the  Ecdesiastical  Court  for  re- 
dress from  cruelty  does  not  in- 
fer that  there  is  no  ground  for 
complaint,  nor  even  raise  a  pre- 
sumption against  the  truth  of 
the  charge.  D'Aguilar  v. 
lyAguilar.  780 

CONDUCT  OF  TESTATOR. 

See  Pleading,  7. 

CONFESSION. 
See  Nullity  of  Marriagb^S. 

CONSISTORY  COURT  OF 
LONDON. 

See  Jurisdiction,  4. 

CONSULTATION,  WRIT  OF. 

See  JFree  v.  Burgoyne,  p.  46  notis 

CONTEMPT. 

See    Appeal,    1.     Answers. 
Monition. 

COSTS. 

See  Costs   of  Wife.     Guar- 
dian.   Security  for  Costs. 

1.  Costs  are  much  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Court  upon  a  just  con- 
sideration of  all  circumstances. 
Griffiths  V.  JReed  atid  Harris, 

210 

2.  The  Court  will  not  direct  the 


Deputy-Registrar  to  allow  the 
Sohcitor  of  a  party,  who  has  a 
new  Proctor,  to  be  present  at 
the  examination  by  consent  of 
the  bill  of  costs  of  his  former 
Proctor;  such  an  attendance 
being  unusual  and  unnecessary 
to  the  purposes  of  justice.  Pear 
die  V.  Etmis.  P^g^  684 

3.  Bills  of  costs  between  a  Proc- 
tor and  his  party  are  of  couunon 
law  cognizance ;  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  them :  the  examination  of 
such  bills  by  the  Deputy-Re- 
gistrar is  only  b^r  consent  and 
ex  gratia ;  and  neither  party  is 
thereby  bound  as  to  the  amount 
Ibid.  684—5 

4.  The  Ecclesiastical  Court  can 
enforce  the  payment  of  costs 
where  one  d,^  is  condemned 
in  costs  to  the  other  party ;  and 
such  costs  are  then  taxed  by 
the  Judge,  in  open  Court^on 
the  report  of  the  Deputy-Re- 
gistrar^ subject  to  objection 
from  either  party.     Ibid.     686 


COSTS  (FULL)  GIVEN. 

See  Calling  in  Administra- 
tion, 2,  3.  Capacity,  3. 
Cruelty,  3.  Executor,  3. 
Nullity  of  Marriage,  1. 
Spoliation,  2. ;  2JiAPrankard 
V.  Deacle,  p.  194. 

Semble,  a  next  of  kin,  ct  fortiori  a 
legatee  under  a  former  will, 
contestinor  a  will  under  circum- 
stances  manifestly  vexatious 
may  be  condemned  in  the  whole 
costs.  Green  v.  Proctor  and 
Newey.  337 


COSTS  OUT  OF  ESTATE. 


CRIMINAL  SUIT. 
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COSTS  MODIFIED. 

See  Criminal  Suit^  1.  Lega- 
tee, 1.  Will,  2. ;  and  Kink- 
side  V.  Cleaver,  p.  346. 

A  party,  failing  to  establish  a  pos- 
sessory title  to  a  pew,  condemn- 
ed in  £20.  nomine  expensarum 
to  the  Churchwardens.  Wi/l- 
lie  V.  Mott  and  French.  Page  ^2 


COSTS  NOT  GIVEN. 

See  Dismissal  of  Party  ;  and 
>p.  64.    162.  194.  210.  336. 
19.  470.  622. 

COSTS  OF  WIFE. 

In  general  the  husband  is  bound 
to  provide  for  the  wife's  costs 
and  alimony  pendente  lite  ;  but 
the  wife,  if  the  Court  deems  she 
has  sufficient  separate  means, 
is  not  entitled  to  either,  she 
then  stands  on  the  common 
footing  of  a  litigant  party,  and 
on  proving  her  case  has  a  primd 
facie  right  to  costs.  It  is,  how- 
ever, discretionary  with  the 
Court  on  a  consideration  of  all 
the  circumstances  to  relax  the 
rule.     D'Agtdlar  v.  D'Aguilar. 

787—8 

COSTS  OUT  OF  ESTATE. 

See  Legatee,  2.;  and  pp.  116. 
133.142.212.236.713. 

The  principle  on  which  costs  are 
given  out  of  the  estate  is,  that 
the  party  was  led  into  the  suit 
by  tne  state  of  the  testamentary 
papers.     Hillam  v.  Walker.  74 


COSTS,  TAXATION  OF. 

See  Abatement  of  Suit. 

A  taxation  of  costs  de  die  in  diem 
is  to  obviate  any  inconvenience 
or  delay  that  may  otherwise 
arise  in  the  progress  of  the 
cause  from  the  wife's  want  of 
funds  to  meet  the  costs.  Cheale 
V.  Cheale.  Page  376 

CRIMINAL  SUIT. 

See  Brawling.  Irregula- 
rity IN  Proceedings. 
Proof,  3.    Variance. 

1.  On  appeal  in  a  criminal  suit, 
an  extension  of  the  term  pro- 
batory being  prayed  by  the 
Promoter,  a  delay  of  nine 
mouths,  without  making  sub- 
stantial progress  in  the  cause  or 
examining  a  single  witness 
(after  the  suit  had  been  already 
depending,  in  the  court  of  ap- 
peal, two  years)  is  a  sufficient 
ground  to  dismiss  the  defend- 
ant, and  condemn  the  Promoter 
in  payment  of  a  sum  nomine  er- 
pensarum.  Jenkins  T.Barrett.  12 

2.  In  criminal  suits  articles  must 
be  so  specific  as  to  affiDrd  a 
fair  opportunity  of  defence. 
Oliver  and  Toll  Y.Hobart.    43. 

3.  A  suit,  for  the  purpose  of 
founding  a  sentence  of  suspen- 
sion or  deprivation  against  a 
Clergyman  for  fornication  or 
incontinency,  may  be  proceeded 
in  after  ei^nt  months  notwith- 
standing tne  27  Geo.  3.  c.  44 ; 
and  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
will  not  grant  a  prohibition. 
Ibid.  46 


810  caUELTT. 

Note.  On  a  writ  of  error  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  the  judgment 
of  the  King's  Bench,  m  the 
case  of  fVec  v.  Burgyyiu,  (see 

L46.)  was,  on  the  motioQ  of 
rd    CbanceUor    Lyndhurgt, 
affinned.    26th  Jum.  1828. 

CRUELTY. 

Ste  Accusation  of  Adulteby. 
Com  DONATION.  Compsnsa- 
Tio    Ckihinuh.     Husband 

AND  WIFE,  2.  Pleading,  3, 
10,11.12.  Venbseal  Dis- 
ease. 

1.  One  act  of  crusty  of  an  in- 
flamed nature  and  sufiSciently 
gross  to  excite  terror  entitles 
the  wife  to  relief.  Popkia  t, 
PopMn.  Page  768  notis 

2.  An  husband's  attempt  to  de- 
bauch his  own  women  servants 
is  a  strong  act  of  cruelty.    Ibid. 

3.  The  husband's  conduct  is  legal 
cruelty,  if  by  cohabitation  the 
wife  is  exposed  to  bodily  hazard 
aad  intolerable  hardship.     On 

Eroofofsuchcondnctandof  the 
usband's  adultery  with  three 
difierent  women,  a  Beiiteoce  of 
separation  a  memo,  el  thoTo  pro- 
nounced at  the  wife's  prayer, 
and  the  husband  condemned  in 
her  costs.  D'Aguilar    v. 

D'Aguilar.  773 

4.  The  nusband  taking  to  a  sepa* 
rate  bed  is  not  pleadable  as 
cruelty.     Ibid.  775  notis 

5.  Words  of  abuse  and  reproach 
are  not,  but  words  of  menace 
intimating  a  malignant  inten- 
tion of  domg  bodily  harm  and 
aifecting  the  security  of  life  are, 
legal  cruelty.  The  Court  must 
not  wait  till  threats  are  carried 


DECBEE    WITH    [HTIHATIOV. 

into  ^ecutifHi,  but  most  into- 
pose  where  words  raise  a  rea- 
sonable apprehension  of  vio- 
lepce  Bn<l  expito  each  terror  as 
moke  life  intoierable.  lyAgui- 
lar  T.  D'Aguilar.Page  776notit 

6.  Spitting  on  the  wife  is  a  P^^ 
act  of  cnielty.     Rid.  776. 

7.  Obtaining  the  wife's  separate 

froperty  by  Imposition  cannot, 
ut  compelling  her  by  threats 
to  go  any  where  may,  be  plcfld- 
ed  as  cnielty.  Ibid,  no/u. 

8.  If  words  of  menace  raise  a 
reasonaUe  apprehension,  it 
matters  i|ot  wnether  they  be 
addressed 'to  the  wife  or  to  a 
third  party.  Ibid.  Ttotit 

9.  An  intermediate  separation  so 
approximates  two  periods  of 
cohabitation  that  acts  of  cru- 
elty, happening  before  the  sepa- 
ration, are  to  M  looked  upon  as 
if  they  bad  happened  recently. 
Ibid.  781 

10.  Cruelty  may  he  relatiFe  and 
depend  on  the  age,  habits,  &c. 
of  the  party.     Ibid.  782 

DECREE    TO     SEE    PRO- 
CEEDINGS. 

See  Pbactice,  6.  and  pp.  245. 
317. 

A  next  of  kin,  contesting  a  will 
propounded  by  an  executor, 
may  take  out  a  decree  citing 
all  persons  interested  under  the 
will  "  to  see  proceedings." 
Colvin  Y.  fVoier.  107 

DECREE  WITH    INTIMA- 
TION. 
See  Administration  cohTbs- 


DESTRUCTIOlf    OF    WILL. 
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TAMENTO  ANNEXO^  2.  AFFI- 
DAVIT, Will  contained  in. 
Calling  in  Administea- 
TiQN,  3.  Variation  in 
Geant  of  Administration. 

DEEDS. 

See  Pleading. 

DEEDS,  SETTING   ASIDE 

OF. 

See  Attorney  and  Client.  2. 

DEFAMATION. 

De&mation  suits,  though  not  pow 
usually  proceeded  in  criminally^ 
yet  were  so  formerly  after  the 
twelve  months,  in  which  a  civil 
suit  could  be  brought,  had 
elapsed.      Prankard  v.  Deack. 

Page  191-2 

DELEGATES. 
See  Remission  of  Cause. 

DEPOSITION,  SEALING  UP 

OF. 

See  Witness^  2. 

DEPRIVATION. 

The  Dean  of  the  Axches  may  de- 
prive a  Clerk  in  orders  wiUiout 
the    presence  of  the   Bishop. 

Appendix  4,  8 

DESTRUCTION  OF  WILL. 
She  Revival.    Spoliation. 


DISMISSAL  OF  PARTY. 

See  CoMFENSATio   Criminum. 
Condonation. 

A  next  of  kin  declaring  "  he  pro- 
ceeds no  farther"  in  contesting 
a  will;  the  Court  will  dismiss, 
and  not  condemn  him  in  costs, 
because  it  is  pleaded,  **  that  he 
attempted  to  suborn  an  attest- 
ing witness :"  nor  will  the 
Courts  allow  affidavits  in  proof 
of  the  attempt.  Meek  and 
Donald  y.  Curtis.       Page  127 

DIVORCE. 
See  Separation  a  BfENSA  et 

THORO. 

DOMICIJ.. 

See    Foreign    Law.      Forum 
Domicilii,  1. 

DRAWER  OF  WILL. 
See  Will,  3. 


EAST  INDIES. 
See  Executor  According  to 

TENOR»  3.  FpRUM  DOMI- 
CILII,  1. 

EVIDENCE. 
See  Adultery,  1,  2,  3.    Capa 

CITY,  1.     COMPENSATTO  CrI- 

MiNUM.  Condonation.  Co- 
habitation, 2.  Cruelty. 
Handwriting.  Parol  Evi- 
dence. Proof.  Te&tamen- 
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tabyScheddlh.  Veneebal 
Disease.    Verdict. 

1.  In  a  concerted  account  of  a 
fnidulent  transaction,  the  most 
striking  contradictions  may  be 
expected  on  the  minor  details 
or  collateral  tacts,  rather  than 
on  the  leading  circumstances. 
liry^a  v.  King.        Page  301 

2-  EvitKnce  extracted  upon  cross 
examination  (in  order  to  show 
condonation,  cotjmensalio  crimi- 
Ttatn,  or  to  discredit  one  adverse 
witneas  by  another)  if  relied  on 
as  the  sole  ground  of  defence, 
has  far  slighter  effect  than 
when  a  deiensire,  recrimina- 
tory, or  exceptive  plea  is  given 
in  and  exapiincd  to.  Durant 
V.  Durant.  747 

3.  In  examining  evidence  and 
proofs,  the  Court  must  not  take 
the  charges  insulated  and  de- 
tached, but  the  whole  together, 
and  must  consider  what  has 
been  the  admitted  conduct  of 
the  party  under  similar  circum- 
stances.    Ibid.  748 

4.  The  remoteness  of  facts  de- 
posed to  accounts  for  the  wit- 
nesses relating  them  with  less 
precision  and  distinctness.  All 
that  the  Court  can  require  is  to 
be  satisfied  that  the  evidence  is 
substantially  true.  D'Aguilur 
v.D'AguUar.  779 

6.  To  domestic  conduct  friends, 
dependents  and  servants  can 
alone  speak;  they  must  have 
some  bias,  and  the  Court  must 
receive  their  evidence  with 
some  drawbacks.     Ibid.      7812 

EXAMINER. 
If  in  a  plea,  the  construction  of 


EXECUTOR. 

an  article  be  doubtful,  an  Exa- 
miner would  act  prudently  in 
taking  the  evidence  down  and 
leaving  it  to  the  Court  to  reject 
it  afterwards,  if  extra-articumte. 
Ingram  v.  Wyatt.  Pose  103 
Aiid  see  p.  97.  maii 

EXECUTOR. 

See  Attorkey  and  Client. 
Calling  in  Aumikistra- 
TioN,  1,  2.  Fkadd,  Suspi- 
cion OF.    Jurisdiction,  3. 

SUBTBACTION       OF      LeCACT. 

Testamentahy  Schedule. 

1.  The  act  of  the  executor,  being 
the  appointee  of  the  deceased, 
binds  to  a  certain  extent  all 
persons   interested    under   the 

■  will ;  but  a  party  may  at  a 
future  time  allege  coUu^oa. 
Colvin  V.  Froier.  108. 

2.  The  executor  of  a  former  will 
deriving  all  his  interest  from — 
and  if  deprived  of  such  interest 
being  deprived  by — the  act  of 
the  deceased,  is  not  entitled  in 
opposing  a  later  will  to  the 
same  indulgence  as  a  next  of 
kin,  who  has  by  law  a  right  to 
the  succession  unless  ousted  by 
the  express  direction  of  the  de- 
ceaiied.      Yoiitig  v.  lirown.   574 

3.  Semb/e,  that  an  executrix 
(the  widow)  who,  after  taking 
probate  and  acting  for  many 
months  under  a  will  by  whica 
she  takes  a  smaller  interest 
than  by  a  former  will,  causes 
the  later  will  to  be  opposed  by 
questioning  the  deceased's  ca- 
pacity, and  then  refuses  to  pro- 
pound such  will,  is  liable  to  be 
condemned  pei^sonally  in  the 
costs  of  a  substituted  residuary 


SXECUTOR. 


EXHIBITS. 
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legatee  who  propounds  and  es- 
tablishes the  will;  and  such 
refusal  being  tantamount  to  re- 
nouncing, would  justify  the 
Court  in  revoking  tne  probate, 
and  decreeing  administration, 
with  the  will  annexed,  to  such 
residuary  legatee.  WilUams  v. 
Goude  and  Sennet.     Pagt  610 

4.  Sembk,  that  the  act  of  an  exe- 
utor,  being  the  appointee  of 
the  deceased^  binds  all  persons 
interested  under  an  asserted 
will,  unles  collusion  be  shown. 
Wood  V.  Medley.  667-8 

6.  Generally  speaking,  a  legatee 
is  bound  by  the  act  of  the  exe- 
cutor.   Itad.  667 

EXECUTOR  ACCORDING 

TO  TENOR. 

See  Practice,  4. 

1.  Directing  certain  persons  to 
pay  debts,  funeral  [expences, 
and  expences  of  probate,  is  an 
appointment  of  such  persons  as 
executors,    re  Fry.  80 

2.  A  person,  appomted  limited 
executor  in  a  will,  may  be  ap- 
pointed general  executor  in  a 
codicil  by  implication  and  with- 
out express  words,     re  Aird. 

336 

3.  The  Court  at  Madras,  the 
competent  jurisdiction,  having 
granted  probate  to  the  widow, 
as  universal  legatee  and  con- 
structive executrix  of  an  in- 
formal paper,  in  which  character 
no  security  is  required;  this 
Court,  considering  that  under 
the  circumstances  the  widow 
may  be  called  on  to  prove  the 
paper  per  testes,  or  that  the 
grant  may  be  appealed  from. 


will  only  decree  administraticMi 
with  the  paper  annexed  to  her, 
as  relict  and  principal  le^tee, 
on  giving  security,    re  Read. 

Page  474 

EXECUTOR,  APPOINT- 
MENT OF. 

A  person  dying  in  Scotland  hav- 
mg  by  his  wQl  directed  that  the 
legatees  should  appoint  two 
persons  to  execute  his  testa- 
mentary bequests,  probate 
granted  to  the  nominees  as 
executors,    re  Cringan*       648 

EXECUTOR,  MOTION  FOR 
THE  EXAMINATION  OF, 
REFUSED. 

Maclae    v.     Etoing    and    Reid* 

319.  notis 

EXECUTRIX. 
See  Feme  Covert,  2. 

EXEMPLIFIED  COPY. 

See  Executor,  Appointment 
OF.  Executor  according 
TO  Tenor,  3.  Forum  Do- 
micilii. 

EXHIBITS. 

See  Pleading,  4. 

After  publication,  on  an  affidavit 
that  the  depositions  have  not 
been  seen,  and  that  the  matter 
is  '*  noviter  perventa,'*  exhibits 
may  be  pleaded.  Jones  v. 
Janes.  264 


^0        FEHZ  COVXRT. 

FACULTIES,  ALLEGATION 
OF. 

SeeALiHONT. 

1.  In  answer  to  an  allegation  of 
Aiotilties,  it  IB  proper  to  state 
that  the  wife  brought  no  for- 
tune ;  but  not,  that  her  fether 
is  poueased  of  large  property. 
Barruv.  Harris.        Page  351 

2.  The  estimated  value  of  all 
marketable  securitiea  must  be 
included  in  the  calculation  of 
the  husband's  income,  in  order 
to  the  allotment  of  alimony 
pendente  Ste.  Ibid. 

FACULTY. 

A  facultv  for  the  appropriation  of 
a  rault  "  to  the  nae  of  a  fa- 
nuly  so  long  as  they  continue 
paruhioners  and  inhabitants  of 
the  parish"  wilt  he  granted  if 
it  may  be  done  without  proba- 
ble inconvenience  to  the  parish. 
MwMXf  V.  the  Rector,  ifc.  Sfc. 
of  St.  Michael.  &^c.  48 

FEME  COVERT. 

See  Administsation  de  bonis 
WON.  Conduct  of  Pahty. 
FoBEioN  Law.  Husband 
AND  Wipe. 

1.  Payment  of  a  legacy  decreed 
to  a  married  woman  "  whose 
receipt  was  to  be  a  discharge 
to  the  executor  notwithstand- 
ing coverture :"  her  husband  (a 
bankrupt)  and  the  proviBional 
asugnee  being  first  cited. 
Nonis  T.  Hetningwtm.  4 

2.  A  married  woman  uving  apart 


frmn  her  husband,  beina  joined 
in  probate  of  a  will  (authorizing 
her  "  to  act  as  executzix,  in  aU 
respects,  without  her  hus- 
band") but  not  having  inter- 
meddled }  the  Court,  on  the 
Bank  refusing  to  trapBfer  stock 
wiUtout  the  husband,  will  re- 
voke such  probate,  aiid  grant 
it  to  the  remaining  executors. 
Medt  imd  Donald  t.  Curtit. 
Page  129 

3.  When  a  marri9d  woman  pro- 
pounds a  paper  the  hustmd 
must  foin  in  fne  proxy.  Arbery 
v.A^.  _         219 

4.  A  married  wmnan  having  under 
a  certain  settlement  and  also 
under  her  mother's  codicil  made 
a  will ;  and  under  her  mother's 
codicil  specifically,  and  under 
"  all  and  every  other  power,"  &c. 
generally,  m^e  a  second  will 
with  a  general  revocatory 
clause ;  the  Court  of  probate 
will  grant  a  general  adminis- 
tration with  the  latter  will  an- 
nexed, but  not  pFonouuce 
against  the  former  will ;  leaving 
it  to  the  Court  of  Construction 
to  decide  whether  the  former 
will  is  thereby  revoked.  Dra- 
per V.  Hitch.  674 

FOREIGN  ADMINISTRA- 
TOR. 
See  Practice,  7. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 

1.  Administration,  limited  to  (he 
receipt  of  dividends  in  the 
English  funds,  granted  to  a 
minor,  residuary  l^atee- — the 
wife  of  a  minor ;  both  mljiBCtB 


FORUM    DOMICILII. 


GUABDfAN. 
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of,  and  resident  io^  Portugal; 
on  a  certificate  being  produced 
that  by  the  law  of  Portugal  she 
was  entitled,  re  Countess  da 
Cunha.  Page  237 

2.  Probate  of  the  will  of  a  married 
woman,  a  native  of,  and  domi- 
ciled in,  Spain,  granted  accord- 
ing to  Uie  law  of  Spain  to  one 
of  ner  sons  as  executor,  on  affi- 
davit as  to  the  law  of  Spain, 
and  the  identi^  of  the  parties. 
re  Dorma  da  Maraver.         498 

FOREIGN  PRINCE. 
See  Administration  Limited. 

FOREIGN  WILL. 

See  Frauds,  Statute  pf. 
Will,  Loss  and  Recovery 

OF. 

FORUM  DOMICILII. 

See  Executor  according  to 
Tenor.  Executor,  Ap- 
pointment of.  Practice,  8. 

1.  In  decreeing  probate,  the  Court 
is  usually  regulated  by  the 
grant  of  the  Court  of  Probate 
where  the  party  was  domiciled; 
i.  e.  the  competent  jurisdiction 
— in  this  instance,  the  Court 
of  Supreme  Judicature  at  Fort 
William,  Bengal.  Larpent  v. 
Sindry.  382 

2.  The  question,  whether  other 
Courts  of  Probate  are  to  be 
governed  by  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of   Probate  where  the 

Earty  was  domiciled,  has  never 
een  expressly  determined ;  but 
such  has  been  the  general  prac- 
tice.    Jbid.  383 


3.  It  is  not  fully  decided,  whether 
the  Prerogative  Court  is  bound, 
in  all  cases  and  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, to  follow  the  grant 
of  probate  made  by  a  Court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  re 
Read.  Page  476 

FRAUD. 

See  Capacity,  3.  Clandesti- 
NiTY.  Evidence,  2.  Nul- 
lity OF  Marriage,  1, 2. 


FRAUD,  SUSPICION  OF. 

See  Attesting  Witness,  2. 
Attorney  and  Client. 
Instructions,  2. 

Snapping  a  probate,  as  it  is  called, 
is  always  considered  to  create 
a  suspicion  of  fraud.  Ingram 
V.  Wyatt.  469 


FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

Qtuere,  whether  the  statute  of 
frauds  applies  to  a  nuncupa- 
tive will  made  io"  Peru,  re 
Moresby.  380 


GUARDIAN. 

Sembky  that  the  guardian  of  a 
minor  instituting  a  suit  cannot 
be  condemned  in  the  costs  in- 
curred (after  a  proxy  has  been 
exhibited)  on  behalf  of  the  party 
then  become  of  full  age.  Green 
V.  Proctor  and  Newey.        337 


822       IMBECILITY  OF  MIND. 

HANDWRITING. 

See  Proof,  2. 

1 .  In  Courts  of  Probate  it  is  air 
most  a  settled  principle  not  to 
pronounce  for  aispnted  papers 
on  evidence  of  handwriting 
alone.     Constable  v.  Steibel.  60 

2.  Evidence  to  the  genuineness, 
not  of  a  mere  signature,  but  of 
a  holograph  of  some  length,  is 
more  cogent  and  weighty  than 
evidence  of  a  contrary  ten- 
dency.   Ibid.  61 

3.  Dissimilitude  of  handwriting 
,  is  very  weak  and  deceptive  evi- 
dence and  of  slight  weight  only 
against  evidence  of  similitude ; 
but  against  positive  evidence  of 
witnesses  attesting  and  depos- 
ing to  a  signature  as  actually 
made  in  their  presence  it  can 
scarcely  have  any  effect.  Young 
V.  Brown.  669 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

5ee  Administration,  1.  Mar- 
riage. Pleading,  5. 

1.  All  persons  (ex.  ^.  Jews)  who 
stand  in  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wif(5  in  any  way  that  the 
law  allows,  have  a  claim  for  re- 
lief on  the  violation  of  any  ma- 
trimonial duty.  D'Aguilar  v. 
lyAguilar.  773 

2.  The  husband's  rights  that  may 
legally  be  insisted  on  by  the  due 
exercise  of  marital  authority, 
must  not  be  enforced  by  indig- 
nity, brutal  violence,  nor  by 
threats.     Ibid.  783 

IMBECILITY  OF  MIND. 

See  Capacity.    Also  Ingram  v. 


INFLUENCE* 

Wyatt,  p.  401,  ei  seq.  Ports- 
mouth  V.  PortsnunUh,  p.  369,  et 
seq. 

IMPERFECT  PAPER. 
See  Paper  Tkstamentaby. 

The  Court  will  not  on  affidavit 
grant  probate  of  an  imperfect 
paper  unless  all  parties  inter- 
ested are  consenting  or  cited. 
re  Edmonds.  Page  698 

IMPOTENCY. 
See  Nullity  of  Marriage,  3. 

To  found  a  sentence  of  nullity  by 
reason  of  impotency  the  im- 
pediment must  be  shown  to 
nave  existed  at  the  marriage, 
and  to  be  incurable.  Impedi- 
ment not  incurable.  Sembky 
that  an  impediment  not  natural 
but  supervening  is  no  ground 
of  nulhty.     Brown  y.  Brown. 

INCEST. 
See  Proof,  3. 

INCONTINENCY. 
5ee  Criminal  Suit,  3. 

INDIA. 
See  Forum  Domicilii,  1. 

INDICTMENT. 
See  Verdict. 

INFLUENCE. 

See  Attorney  and  Client. 
Nullity  of  Marriage,  1. 
Qui  sescripsithjeredem,!. 

The  influence   to  vitiate   an  act 


INFORMAL  PAPER. 


INSOLVENT  ESTATE.  823 


must  amount  to  force  and  co- 
ercion destroying  free  agency ; 
and  there  must  oe  proof  that 
the  act  was  obtained  by  this 
coercion.  Williams  v.  Goude 
and  Bennet.  Page  58 1 

INFORMAL  PAPER. 
See  Paper  Testamentary. 

1.  A  paper^  with  certain  names 
and  sums  opposite  to  them  and 
accompanied  by  bank  notes  of 
corresponding  amount,  is  of  tes- 
tamentary validity.  Huble  v. 
Clark.  118 

2.  Letters  containing  final  testa- 
mentary intentions  are  valid 
as  a  willy  the  deceased  consider- 
ing no  further  act  necessary; 
nor  will  they  be  invalidated  by 
the  deceased  not  having  subse- 
quently disposed  (as  sne  had 
purposed)  oi  a  small  part  of  her 
property.       Manly    v.    Lakin. 

130 

3.  Administration  with  a  paper 
annexed,  wherein  were  sunarv 
alterations  in  the  body^  a  blank 
left  for  the  date,  and  where  the 
paper  itself  appeared,  from  in- 
ternal evidence,  to  have  been 
written  more]  than  nine  years 
before  death,  and  was  endorsed 
**  outline  of  the  will,"  cannot 
be  granted  in  common  form,  on 
the  exhibition  of  a  proxy  of 
consent  from  all  interested  un- 
der an  intestacy,  there  being  no 
evidence  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion that  the  paper  was  delibe- 
rative,   re  Heme.  222 

4.  Probate,  in  common  form,  of 
two  papers  (one  unfinidhed) 
granted  on  a  proxy  of  consent^ 


and  on  affidavits  accounting  for 
their  state  and  shovnng  that 
the  deceased  intended  them  to 
operate,    re  Broderip.         486 

INHABITANT 
PARISHIONER. 

5ee  Faculty.    Pew. 

INHIBITION. 
See  Appeal. 

INJUNCTION. 
See  Jurisdiction,  2.    Pbohi- 

BITION. 

INSANITY. 

See  Nullity  of  Marriage,  1, 
2.    Suicide. 

1.  Supervening  insanity  is  suffi- 
cient to  account  for  the  non- 
execution  of  a  paper  written 
shortly  before,  and  consistent 
with  the  intentions  and  affec- 
tions of  the  deceased  ;  nor  will 
it  so  reflect  back  on  previous 
eccentricity  as  to  invalidate 
such  a  paper.    Ilobm  v.  Hoby. 

2.  One  of  the  strongest  proofs  of 
re-estabUshed  faculties  is  the 
consciousness  and  admission  of 
the  party  himself  that  he  had 
been  disordered.   Ibid.        163 

3.  Insanity  vitiates  all  acts. 
Portsmouth  v.  Portsmouth.  369 

INSOLVENT  ESTATE. 

See  Feme  Covert,  1.     Inven- 
tory, 2. 


as4 


INTENTION. 


INVENTORT. 


INSPECTION  OF  PERSON. 
See  Nullity  of  Marriage,  3. 

INSTRUCTIONS. 

See  Attorney  and  Client. 
Capacity,  2,  3.  Memoran- 
dum*   Suicide. 

1.  InstnictioDs  for  a  will,  contain- 
ing the  fixed  and  final  inten- 
tions of  the  deceased,  are  valid, 
if  the  foniial  execution  is  pre- 
vented by  death.  Burrows  v. 
Burraivs.  Page  109 

2.  Though  instructions  are  not 
Hecessarv  where  the  capacity  is 
not  doubtful,  yet  where  impo- 
sition and  custody  are  suspect- 
ed the  defeat  of  instructions  is 
extremely  material,  more  espe- 
cially where  the  writer  makes 
himself  executor,  per  Sir  Wil- 
liam Wynne,  in  Middleton  v. 
Forbes,  cited  in  Ingram  v. 
Wyati.  398 

INSTRUCTIONS    THROUGH 
PARTY  BENEFITED. 

See  Will,  1. 

INSTRUCTIONS,  VERBAL, 
THROUGH  THIRD  PARTY. 

See  Proof.      Testamentary 
Schedule. 

INTENTION. 

A  doubt,  whether  a  testator  in- 
tended a  particular  bequest  to 
form  part  of  his  will  and  to  take 
effect,  will  not  vitiate  the  whole 
will,  especially  if  a  strong  dis- 


inclination to  die  intestate  be 
shown.      Hawket  t.   Hau^, 

Page^\ 

INTERROGATORIES. 

Interrogatories  not  being  ready, 
and  twenty-four  hours  having 
elapsed  after  notice  to  the  ad- 
verse PitKstor  of  the  production 
of  a  witness,  the  witness  has 
noti  uilder  all  circumstances,  a 
right  to  be  dismissed.  Ingram 
r.  Wyatt.  94 

INVENTORY. 

L  An  inventonr  and  account  may 
be  demandedf  of  an  executor  by 
a  residuary  legatee   who  has 

Siven    a   release.       Kenny  v. 
ackson.  105 

2.  The  Court  will  not,  at  the 
instance  of  the  assignee  of  an 
insblvent  and  on  a  suggestion 
that  the  insolvent  had  not  re- 
ceived his  distributive  share, 
call  upon  the  widow  and  admi- 
nistratrix of  the  father  of  the 
insolvent  for  an  inventory  and 
account,  after  a  long  acquies- 
cence of  the  insolvent  and  his 
assignee ;  and  when  it  is  shown 
that  a  valuation  and  inventory 
of  the  deceased's  efiects  were 
made  shortly  after  his  death ; 
and  when  facts  are  proved  from 
which  it  may  fairly  be  presum- 
ed that  the  insolvent  had  re- 
ceived considerably  more  than 
his  full  share.  Pitt,  assignee 
of  Woodhamy  v.  Woodkam.  247 

3.  A  Court  of  Probate  can  only 
require  that  all  the  deceased 
died  possessed  of  should  be  in- 


JEWS. 


JURISDICTION.        8S5 


eluded  in  the  inyentory;  It 
cannot  call  for  an  account  of 
the  subsequent  profits  on  his 
business.    Ibid.  Pog€  250 

IRREGULARITY  IN  PRO- 
CEEDINGS. 

1.  Where^  on  the  death  of  the 
Archdeacon,  the  proceedings  in 
a  criminal  suit  were  moved, 
after  the  execution  of  a  proxy, 
but  before  appearance  by  the 
defendant  either  personally  or 
by  proxy,  from  the  Archidiaco- 
nal  to  the  Episcopal  Court  and 
there  went  on  to  sentence,  the 
original  Proctor  appearing  for 
him,  but  without  a  new  proxy ; 
on  appeal,  the  appellant  having 
been  cognizant  ae  facto  of  the 
progress  of  the  suit,  and  through 
nis  rroctor,  in  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peal, having  recognized,  (by 
some  of  the  formal  documents 
in  the  cause)  that  the  Proctor 
in  the  Court  below  was  his 
lawful  Proctor,  the  proceedings 
are  vaUd ;  nor  is  it  a  fatal  objec- 
tion that  the  articles  were  exhi- 
bited in  the  name  ofthesurrosate 
and  not  of  the  Juc^«.  Prankard 
y.  Deack.  169 

2.  Whether(the  Archidiaconal  and 
Episcopal  Courts  bein^  concur- 
rent) it  is  any  irregulanty,  even 
in  form,  on  the  death  of  the 
Archdeacon,  to  invoke  the 
causes  in  his  Court  into  the 
Episcopal  Court,  Quare.  Ibid. 

188 

JEWS. 

See  Husband  and  Wiifb. 
Plbadino,  14. 


JURISDICTION. 

5eeARCHES,CouRT  OF.  Brawl- 
ing, 3.  Costs,  3.  Depriva- 
tion. Executor  accord- 
ing TO  TENOR,  3.  Forum 
Domicilii.  Irregularity 
IN  Proceedings.  Pecu- 
liars.   Proxy. 

1.  Usagesof  different  dioceses,  in 
respect  to  the  exercise  of  juris- 
diction, if  not  contrary  to  the 
general  policy  of  the  law,  and 
to  justice,  may  be  said  to  con- 
stitute the  law  of  the  particular 
diocese  in  that  respect.  Prank- 
ard V.  Deack.  ^^  ^^ 

2.  If  the  Court  of  Arches  clearly 
has  no  jurisdiction  It  will  not 
suffer  parties  to  proceed  and  to 
incur  unnecessary  expence ;  It 
will  stop  without  waiting  for  an 
injunction :  but  if  the  point  be 
at  all  doubtful  the  Court  is 
bound  to  proceed ;  for  to  refuse 
the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction 
which  is  competent  to  entertain 
the  suit,  and  to  which  a  party 
applies,  is  a  '^  sort  of  demal  of 
justice."    Grigmon  v.  Grignian. 

636 

3.  Causes  of  subtractifm  of  le- 
gacy are  undoubtedly  of  the 
cognisance  of  the  Arches  Court. 
The  executor  receives  his  au- 
thority from  the  ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction ;  a  part  of  his  func- 
tions (which  he  is  expressly 
sworn  to  perform)  is  to  pay  the 
legacies;  if  he  omits  to  dis- 
charge diis  duty,  the  jurisdic- 
tion from  which  his  authority 
emanates  may  compel  him  to 
proceed.     Ibtd. 

In  these  cases  Courts  of  E(|uity 
exercise  a  concurrent  juriftdic- 


836 


LEGACr. 


LETTER  TESTAMENTARY. 


tion  upon  the  principle  that  all 
executors  are  in  the  nature  of 
truBtees.  If  there  is  an  un- 
finished trust,  or  if  the  interest 
of  third  parties  is  to  be  pro* 
tected,  Courts  of  Equity  have 
not  merely  a  concurrent,  but  an 
ezcluaive jurisdiction.  Grvnion 
V.  Grigmon.  Page  836-7 

4.  The  will  of  a  party  who  died 
in  Scotland,  and  alt  whose  pro- 
perty, within  the  province  of 
Canterbury,  was  in  the  diocese 
of  London  (some  of  it  in  the 
iiinds)  having  been  proved  in 
the  Consistory  Court  of  London, 
and  the  Deputy  Registrar  of 
that  Court  having  appeared 
under  protest  to  a  monibon  to 
transmit  such  will,  the  Prero- 
gative Court  will  not  overrule 
ue  protest,  holding  a  pren^a- 
tire  probate  unnecessary,  as 
the  Archbishop  and  Bishop 
of  London  have  by  practice  a 
concurrent  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases:  It  will,  however,  in  aid 
of  justice,  grant  an  additional 
probate,  if  required,  limited  to 
the  property  in  the  funds. 
Scarlk  V.  the  Bishop  of  London. 
625 
LACHES. 

Ste  Conduct  of  Party,    Cri- 
minal Suit,  L 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 
See  Bab.     Calling   in  Admi- 
nistration, 3.     Condona- 
tion.   Cruelty,  9.    Lega- 
tee, I. 

LEGACY. 

.See    Attesting    Witness,    L 

Feme    Covert,    I.     Juris- 


diction, 3.  Re-pboddctiom 
op  Witness.  Subtraction 
of  Legacy. 

LEGATEE. 
See  Administration  com  Tei- 
tamento    anmexo.     Cali^ 

ING   IN    AdHINISTBATION,   i, 

2.  Costs  (Fdll)  Gitbh, 
Executor,  2,  5.  Repbo* 
nucTiON  OP  Witness, 

1.  A  legatee  under  a  former  will 
who,  after  long  acquiescence, 
calls  in  probate  of  and  contests 
a  later  will,  (setting  up  a  case 
of  incapacity  and  undue  inflit- 
ence  which  is  disproved),  will 
be  condemned  in  costs  from  the 
time  of  giving  in  the  allegation. 
Green  t.  Proctor  and   Nemv. 

2.  A  legatee  performing  the  do^ 
o(  an  executor  in  proTing  a  pa- 
per is  entitled  to  his  costs  oat 
of  the  estate.  Wii/iam  v. 
Goude  and  Bennet.  610 

LEGATEE    FOR  LIFE. 
See  Revocation  of  Adhims- 

TRATION. 

LETTER,  TESTAMENTARY. 

See  Informal  Paper,  2. 
The  deceased  having,  between 
instructions  for,  and  the  execu- 
tion of,  his  will,  delivered  to 
his  solicitor  a  letter  of  testa- 
mentary import  to  be  put  with 
his  will,  probate  thereof  decreed 
as,  together  with  the  formal 
instrument,  containing  the  last 
will  of  the  deceased,    re  Dtum. 


MEMORANDUM. 


*'  NOVITER  PERVENTA.       827 


LETTERS  OF  REQUEST. 
See  Prohibition.    Proxy. 

LUNACY. 

On  renunciation  of  a  co-executor 
the  Court  will. not  grant  ad- 
ministration with  the  will  an- 
nexed (without  justi^ing  se- 
curities) to  the  daughter,  the 
residuary  legatee,  during  the 
lunacy  of  tne  mother  —  the 
other  executor,    re  Hardstone. 

Page  ^7 

MARRIAGE. 

See  Feme  Covert.  Husband 
AND  Wife.  Nullity  of 
Marriage.    Will,  3. 

To  render  a  marriage  contract 
valid,  the  consent  of  a  free  and 
rational  agent  is  an  essential 
ingredient.  Portsmouthv,  Forts- 
mouth.  372 


MARRIAGE  AND  BIRTH  OF 

ISSUE. 

See  Will,  3. 

MEMORANDUM. 
See  Paper  Testamentart. 

Where  minors  are  concerned,  pro- 
bate, in  common  form,  cannot 
be  granted  of  a  mere  memoran- 
dum of  doubtful  construction 
on  affidavits  showing  that  the 
deceased  intended  to  increase 
the  benefit  to  certain  legatees 
under  a  formal  will,  and  was 

Erevented  hy  death  from  giving 
is  solicitor  instructions  to  that 
effect    re  Gibbs.  376 


MERCHANT  SEAMAN. 
See  Nuncupative  Will, 

MINOR. 
&€  Administration  durante 

MINORITATE.   FOREIGN  LaW, 

1.     Guardian.    Memoran- 
dum. Unexecuted  Paper,2. 

MONITION. 

See  Administrator  penden- 
te LITE,  4.  Jurisdiction,  4. 
Practice,  3. 

When  no  sufficient  cause  is 
shown  for  neglecting  to  com- 
ply with  a  monition  personally 
served,  a  party  may  at  once  be 
pronounc^  contumacious ;  but 
aHter,  for  a  mere  informality,  if 
he  has  virtually  obeyed,  or  is 
ready  to  obey,  the  monition. 
Hamerton  v.  Hamerton* 

Page2Z 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 

See  Administration,  2.  Bona 
NoTABiLiA.  Costs  (full) 
GIVEN.  Decree  to  see 
Procbedinos.  Dismissal 
OP  Party.    Executor,  2. 

NEXT  OF  KIN  OP  WIFE. 
See  Administration  de  bonis 

NON,  1. 

'^  NOVITER  PERVENTA." 

Set  calling  in  Administra- 
tion, 2.  Exhibits.  Res- 
cinding Conclusion. 

Aho  Kirkcudbright  v.  Kirkcud* 
bright.  329,  notis, 

3  I 


NULLITY   OF  MARRIAGE. 


FAPEB  TESTAMENTABT. 


Facts  of  adultery  newly  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  tbe  party 
may  be  pleaded  after  puolica- 
tion;  but  sucb  pleas  must  be 
Btrictly watched.  Webb'v.W^b. 
Page 349 

NULLITY  OF  MARRIAGE. 

See  Impotency. 

1.  A  marriage rfe/flc^  solemnized, 
under  circumstances  of  clan- 
destinity  inferring  fraud  and 
circumvention,  between  a  per- 
son of  weak  and  deranp^  mind 
and  the  daughter  of  his  trustee 
and  solicitor  (who  had  great  in- 
fluence over  him  and  by  whom 
he  was  clearly  considered  and 
treated  as  of  unsound  mind) 
pronounced  null  and  void ;  and 
the  pretended  wife  condemned 
in  costs.  Portsmouth  v.  Ports- 
mouth. 355 

2.  When  a  fact  of  marriage  has 
been  regularly  solemnized  the 

E resumption  is  in  its  favour; 
ut  it  must  be  solemnized  be- 
tween persons  competent  to 
contract  that  engagement,  the 
very  essence  of  which  is  con- 
sent; and  without  soundness 
of  mind  there  can  be  no  legal 
consent —  none  binding  in  law. 
Sbid.  359 

3.  In  a  suit  of  nullity  of  marriage 
by  reason  of  the  impotency  of 
the  man,  a  certiiicate  (twelve 
years  after  marriage)  that  the 
woman  was  virgo  intacta  and 
apta  viro  coupled  with  two 
several  coofesBiODs  by  the  man 
of  his  incapacity  to  two  medi- 
cal witnesses,  and  with  proof 
that  the  woman's  health  had 


suffered,  (though  the  man  had 
not  given  in  his  answers  ;  had 
removed  into  France  ;  and  re- 
fused to  undergo  surgical  exa- 
mination) held  sufficient.  Pu/- 
lard,  falsely  called  W^huum, 
T.  Wyboura.  Pag^  "25 

NUNCUPATIVE  WILL. 

&e  Frauds,  Statute  OF.  Re- 
vocation   OP     Will,     pbe- 

SDHED  CONDITIONAL. 

The  Court  will  grant  administra- 
tion with  a  nuncupative  will 
annexed,  as  contained  in  an 
affidavit  of  three  witnesses, 
holding  that  29  Car.  II.  c.  3. 
9. 23.  applies  to  naerchant  so- 
men.  Morrellv.MorrelL      51 

ORDERS  OF  COURT. 

Seep.3.,  AND  NOTE  {a).    Also 
Appendix,  A. 

"OUTLINE  OF  WILL." 
See  Infobmal  Paper,  3. 

PAPER  TESTAMENTARY. 
See  Affections  of  Testator, 

AFFIDAVlT.WlLLCONTAI.NiD 

IN.  Alteration  in  Will. 
Attestation  Clause.  Can- 
cellation. Cap  a  city.  Costs 
OUT  OF  Estate.  Handwrit- 
ing, ].  Imperfect  Papek. 
Informal  Paper.  Insani- 
ty, 1.  Instructions.  In- 
tention. Lett  EH  Testa- 
mentary. Memoranddi. 
"OuTLiNEOF  Will."  Parol 
Evidence,  2.  Pencil  Al- 
terations. Pencil,  Docu- 
ment IN. 


PENCIL  ALTERATIONS. 


Proof,  2,  4,  Revital  of 
Will.  Spoliation.  Suicide. 
UwEXEcuTEn  Paper.  Un- 
FiNisHBD  Paper.    Will. 

PAROL  EVIDENCE. 

^e  Revival  op  Will. 

1.  In  a  Court  of  Probate  an  am- 
biguity, on  the  face  of  a  paper, 
as  to  the  factum  lets  in  parol 
evidence.     Draper  v.  Hitai. 

Page  677  (a) 

2.  In  order  to  the  admiesion  of 
parol  evidence,  in  a  Court  of 
Probate,  to  explain  an  am- 
biguity upon  tne  factum  of 
an  instrument,  the  ambij;uity 
must  be  on  the  face  of  the 
paper,  and  the  facts  to  be  pro- 
ved must  completely  remove 
that  ambiguity.    Ibid.  678 

PAUPER. 

A  party  may  commence  a  suit  in 
jorm&  pauperis,  re  Jones.       81 

PECULIARS,  COURT  OF. 

See  Magnat/  v.  the  Rector  of  St. 

Michael,  ijfc.  p.  48,  nolis. 

PENCIL  ALTERATIONS. 

iSee  Cancellation.  Presump- 
tion. 

1.  When  pencil  alterations  are 
inferred  to  be  deliberative,  pro- 
bate, in  common  form,  will  be 
granted  of  the  paper  without 
such  alterations ;  the  only  party 
materially  injured  by  such 
grant  having  executed  a  proicy 
of  consent,     re  Howe.         212 

2.  The  prinia  facie   presumption 


is,  that  pencil  alterations  are 
deliberative,  and  those  in  ink 
final;  when  they  are  of  both 
kinds  in  the  same  instrument 
the  presumption  is  strengthen- 
ed.    Hawkes  v.  Hawkes. 

Page  321 

3.  The  presumption  of  law,  that 
pencil  alterations  are  delibera- 
tive, may  be  atrengthened  by 
circumstances,  —  such  as,  that 
the  paper  was,  originally,  care- 
fully drawn  up,  and  that  it 
shows  the  deceased  to  have 
been  a  very  precise  man ;  while 
the  alterations  are  incomplete 
and  inaccurate,  rendering  the 
sense  imperfect  and  the  mean- 
ing doubtful.  Edwards  v.  Ait- 
let/  and  others.  490 

PENCIL,  DOCUMENT  IN. 

Probate  may  be  granted,  in  com- 
mon form,  of  a  will  written 
entirely  in  pencil  by  the  de- 
ceased, who,  a  few  days  before 
death,  declared  she  wished  it 
to  operate,  unless  altered,  re 
Difer.  219 

PEW. 

!.  In  a  libel  for  perturbation  of 
seat,  a  title  must  not  be  pleaded 
as  founded  on  purchase,  sale, 
letting,  or  bequest,  all  which 
are  illegal  and  void.  The  suit 
may  rest  on  a  possessory  title, 
and  acquiescence  of  former 
churchwardens,  and  on  the  fit- 
ness of  the  party — from  the 
number  of  family,  amount  of 
property,  fitc.  Willie  v.  Mm 
and  French.  28 
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3.  Pews  in  a  church  belong  to 
the  parish  for  the  use  of  the  in- 
habitantSy  and  cannot  be  sold, 
nor  let;  without  a  special  act  of 
parliament.  Wyllie  v.  Mott  and 
French.  Page  29 

3.  Churchwardens  must  exercise 
a  just  discretion  in  the  allots 
ment  of  pews,  subject  to  the 
correction  of  the  ordinary. 
Ibid.  33 

4.  The  occupier  of  a  pew,  ceasing 
to  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  parish, 
cannot  let  the  pew  witn,  and 
thus  annex  it  to  his  house,  but 
it  reverts  to  the  disposal  of  the 
churchwardens,     ibid.  34 

6.  A  pew  can  only  be  appropriat- 
ed to  a  house  by  faculty  or  by 
prescription,     ibid.  39 

6.  In  a  suit  for  perturbation  of 
seat,  if  it  appears  that  the 
churchwardens  have  acted  pro- 
perly in  displacing  the  plaintiff, 
the  Court  will  dismiss  them  ; 
but  will  not  proceed  to  confirm 
the  possession  of  the  person 
seated  by  them,  as  it  does  not 
form  part  of  the  question  before 
the  Court,  and  may  be  injurious 
to  the  parish  by  taking  the  pew 
more  out  of  the  power  of  the 
churchwardens.     Ibid.  41 

PLEADING. 

See  Accusation  of  Adultery. 
Brawling,  1.  4.  Condona- 
tion,4.  13.  Criminal  Suit, 
2.  Cruelty, 4. 7.  Dismissal 
OF  Party.  Pew,  1.  Vari- 
ance.   Verdict. 

1.  In  a  cause  of  divorce,  articles 
to  account  for  the  husband's 
delay  in  instituting  the  suit  are 
admissible,  but  need  not  be  ex- 
amined to,  unless  the  defence 


renders  it  neeesaary  to  justify 
his  conduct.  Ruhard^n  v. 
Richardson.  P^g^  6 

2.  In  a  fiuit  for  divorce  by  reason 
of  the  wife's  adultery,  it  is  ir- 
relevant to  plead  in  the  Ubel, 
that  '*  she  had  been  extrava- 
gant, had  entered  into  a  dissi- 
pated mode  of  living,  and  in- 
curred debts  to  a  considerable 
amount''     Ibid.  1.  10 

3.  A  part^  bein^  before  the  court 
in  a  suit  for  divorce  by  reason 
of  cruelty,  acts  of  adultery  sub- 
sequent to  the  citation  may  be 
pl^ed.  Barrett  v.  Barrett.  22 

4.  Deeds  should  not  be  annexed 
to  an  allegation,  but  be  deposit- 
ed in  the  registry,  and  the  ma- 
terial parts  only  recited  in  the 
plea.    Munn  v.  Robinson.     69 

6.  Where  the  widow,  in  opposi- 
tion to  a  will,  sets  up  haoitual 
intoxication,  weakened  capacity 
and  custody,  she  may  also  plead 
insane  dislike  on  the  part  of  her 
husband,  to  account  for  their 
living  apart,  though  the  delu- 
sion may  not  be  sufficient  per 
se  to  invalidate  the  will.  Reay 
V.  Cowcher,  lb 

6.  Where  fraud  is  charged,  the 
Court  allows  a  greater  latitude 
of  pleading  than  in  ordinary 
cases ;  but,  even  then,  remote 
facts  must  not  be  as  miuutely 
stated  as  those  which  bear  di- 
rectly on  the  point  at  issue. 
Marsh  v.  Tyrrell  and  Ilardxng^ 

133 

7.  The  Court  will  not,  at  once,  re- 
ject an  allegation  propounding 

a  will  which  "  sounds  to  folly," 
when  facts  are  pleaded  show- 
ing that  the  deceased,  up  to  his 
death,  conducted  himself  in  the 
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ordinary  concerns  of  life  as  a 
sane  man.      Arbery  v.  Ashe» 

Pase  214 

8.  Where  the  husband's  adultery 
is  to  be  proved  by  pregnancy 
and  acknowledgment  oi  chil- 
dren,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
plead  particular  acts.  Durant 
V.  Durant.  746 

9.  The  wife's  knowledge  and  for- 
giveness of  adultery  is  matter 
of  defence,  and  to  be  proved. 
Popkin  V.  Popkin,        7o7  notis 

10.  A  libel,  pleading  specific  acts 
of  adultery  and  cruelty,  can 
only  be  rejected  m  toto  on  one 
of  two  grounds :  Ist,  that  the 
plea  on  the  face  of  it  shows  a 
case  impossible  of  proof;  2nd, 
that  it  evidently  appears  from 
the  facts  pleaded  that  the  par- 
ty complaming  has  barred  her- 
self.     Popkin  V.  Popkin. 

765  notis 

11.  In  a  suit  for  divorce  by  reason 
of  the  husband's  adultery  and 
cruelty,  the  Court  will  not  in- 
quire into  his  depriving  the 
wife  of  her  separate  property ; 
aliier  as  to  her  paraphernalia. 
PyAguUar  v.  D'Aguuar. 

776  notis 

12.  Minute  acts  should  not  be 
pleaded,  but  properly  come  out 
m  evidence.     Ibid.       776  notis 

13.  Where  the  charge  is  of  keep- 
ing certain  specified  houses  to 
which  the  husband  took  divers 
loose  women,  specification  of 
place  is  sufficient  without  spe- 
cification of  time.       Ibid. 

Ill  notis 

14.  A  long  adulterous  intercourse 
and  cohabitation,thebirth,main- 
tenance,  and  acknowledgment 
of  a  child,  are   pleadable,  if 


there  is  nothing  that  necessa- 
rily affects  the  wife  with  the 
knowledge  thereof.  D'Aguilar 
V.  jyA^ar.  Page  111  notis 
15.  If  the  Mosaic  law  as  at  pre- 
sent received  allows  concubines, 
such  a  privilege  could  not  be 
noticed  without  being  specially^ 
pleaded.  Quare,  whether  it 
could  be  noticed  at  all  in  the 
courts  of  this  country.    Ibid. 

785 

POWER. 
See  Feme  Covebt. 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY. 

See  Administration  limited. 
Attorney.    Proxy. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Abatement  of  Suit.  Ad- 
ministration (passim).  Ali- 
mony, 1.  4.  Alteration  in 
Will.  Answers.  Bona  No- 
TABiLiA.  Citation.  Costs 
(passim.)  Decree  to  see 
Proceedings.  Feme  Co- 
vert, 1.  3.  Forum  Domi- 
cilii. Interrogatories. 
Monition.  "  Noviter  per- 
venta."  Pauper.  Plead- 
ing, 1. 3. 4.  Re-production 
OF  Witness.  JIescindino 
Conclusion.  Residuary 
Legatee.  Security  for 
Costs.  Term  probatoby. 
Vabiation  in  Grant  fbom 
Decree.    Witness. 

1.  If  due  diligence  has  been  used, 
the  Court  will  grant  an  exten- 
sion of  the  term  probatory,  in 
order  that  material  witnesses 
may  be  examined.  Portsmouth 
V.  Portsmouth.  I 
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2.  On  appeal  in  a  criminal  suit^  an 
extension  of  the  term  probatory 
being  prayed  by  the  promoter, 
a  delay  of  nine  months  without 
making  substantial  progress  in 
the  cause  or  examining  a  single 
witness,  (after  the  suit  has  been 
already  depending  in  the  court 
of  appeal  two  years,)  is  a  suffi- 
cient ground  to  dismiss  the  de- 
fendant, and  condemn  the  pro- 
moter in  payment  of  a  sum 
nomine  expensarum.  Jenkins  v. 
Barrett.  Page  12 

3.  On  affidavit,  that  an  attesting 
witness  has  been  diligently 
sought  and  cannot  be  found,  an 
executor  may  pray  publication ; 
but  the  other  party  has  a  right 
to  a  monition  agaiiist  the  witness 
to  attend  for  cross  examination, 
if  they  can  discover  him. 
Mynn  v.  Robinson.  68 

4.  The  Court  having  decided  that 
a  legatee,  in  a  sepamte  paper, 
is  not  executrix  according  to  the 
tenor,  she  cannot  oppose  the 
validity  of  a  former  will  if  the 
executor  of  that  will  is  ready  to 
take  probate  of  the  paper  by 
which  she  is  benefited,  and  if  she 
is  paid  the  full  beauest  and  her 
costs.    Hillam  v.  Walker.       7 1 

6.  An  original  will,  disposing  of 
real  estate  in  Scotland,  may 
(certain  conditions  being  com- 
plied with)  be  delivered  out  of 
the  registry  in  order  to  be  prov- 
ed and  recorded  at  Edinburgh. 
re  Russell.  91 

6.  A  sentence  of  the  Prerogative 
Court,  pronouncing  against  a 
will  and  decreeing  administra- 
tion to  the  daughter,  having 
been  affirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Delegates,  and  the  cause  remit- 


ted ;  the  Court  will  not  allow 
the  execution  of  the  sentence 
to  be  delayed,  by  a  prayer  for 
an  answer  to  the  interest  of  the 
widow  who  had  been  cognizant 
of,  though  not  cited  to  see,  pro- 
ceedings, nor  by  a  caveat. 
Dewy.  Clark.  Page3U 

7.  Administration  being  granted 
to  a  person  out  of  his  majesty's 
dominions,  the  sureties  in  the 
bond  should  be  resident  within 
the  kingdom,    re  0*Bj/me.  316 

8.  The  executors  having  died  in 
the  deceased's  lifetime,  a  joint 
limited  administration,  with  the 
will  of  a  married  woman  under  a 
power  annexed,  granted  to  five 
residuary  legatees,  to  whom  a 
similar  grant  had  been  made  at 
York  (the  forum  domiciiii),  and 
who  were  all  parties  to  a  suit  in 
Chancery,    re  Blakelock      682 

9.  Where  affidavits  contain  irre- 
levant matter,  the  Court  will 
not  allow  them  to  be  read,  but 
what  is  relevant  may  be  taken 
as     read.       Peddle   v.    Evans. 

689  notis 

10.  The  Court  will  not  hear,  on 
an  exparte  motion  and  on  affi- 
davits, a  case  where  offences 
are  charged  and  punishment 
prayed.     Ibid.  690 

PREROGATIVE    COURT. 
See  Forum  Domicilii.     Juris- 
diction. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Attorney    and     Client, 
3.  Calling  in  Administra- 
tion, 2.     Cohabitation,  2. 

COMPKNSATIO  CriMINUM,   1. 

Condonation.  Conductof 
Party,2.  InformalPaper, 
3.  Nullity  OF  Marriage, 2. 


PROFITS    OF    BUSINESS. 


PROOF. 
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Proof,  3.  Pencil  Altera- 
tions, 2. 3.  Revival,  2.  Un- 
finished Paper,  2.  WlLL,3. 

PROBATE. 
See  Paper  Testamentary. 

PROBATE     IN    COMMON 
FORM. 

By  granting  probate,  in  common 
form  on  affidavits,  the  Court 
does  not  preclude  any  one  in- 
terested in  the  property  from 
contesting  the  paper  at  a  future 
period,     re  Dyer.       Page  220 

PROBATE,  COURT  OF. 
See  Forum  Domicilii. 

PROCEEDINGS. 

See  Appearance.  Irregula- 
rity IN  Proceedings.  1. 
Proxy. 

PROCESS. 

See  Decree  to  see  Proceed- 
ings. Decree  with  Intima- 
tion.   Monition. 

PROCESS,   IRREGULARITY 

IN. 

See  Reece  v.  Strafford.  348 

PROCTOR. 

See  Abatement  of  Suit. 
Costs.  Irregularity  in 
Proceedings,  1.     Proxy. 

When  a  party  regularly  complains 
of  gross  extortion  by  his  JProc- 
tor,  the  Court  may  punish  the 
Proctor  by  suspension  or  other- 
wise.     Peddk  V.     Evans. 

687  and  in  notis. 

PROFITS  OF  BUSINESS. 
See  Inventory,  3. 


PROHIBITION. 

See  Criminal   Suit,  3.      Ju- 
risdiction, 2. 

A  prohibition  refused  on  the 
ground  that  a  suit  for  brawling 
can  be  entertained  by  letters  of 
request.    Jenkins  y.  Barrett. 

Page  16  notis. 

PROOF. 

See  Attesting  Witness,  2. 
Attorney  and  Client. 
Capacity,  1.  2.  Condo- 
nation, 1.  13.  Evidence. 
Handwriting.  Insanity, 2. 
Pleading,  8,  9,  10,  12.     Qui 

SE  SCRIPSIT  HiEREDEM,  1. 

1.  If  adultery  continued  for  many 
years,  attended  with  preg- 
nancy, and  birth  of  a  child 
during^  the  husband's  absence 
from  Great  Britain,  be  pleaded, 
it  is  useless  to  prove  more  than 
a  few  facts — such  as  the  birth 
of  a  child,  identity,  and  non- 
access.  Richardson  y.  Richard- 
son. 6 

2.  Handwriting  and  finding  are 
sufficient  to  support  a  codicil 
confirming  a  le^cy  under  a 
will,  which  codicil  came  out  of 
the  custody  of,  and  waJs  pro- 
pounded by,  the  person  solely 
benefited  under  it,  who  had 
been  sworn  executor  of  the  will 
and  one  codicil  four  months  be- 
fore producing  this  paper,  and 
the  validity  of  whose  legacy 
under  the  will  was,  at  the  time, 
a  question  depending  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  Constable 
V.  Steibeland  Emanuel.  66 

3.  In  a  criminal  suit  for  incest  in- 
stituted under  circumstances  in-* 
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PROXY. 


RE-EXAMIITATIOK. 


dicatiye  of  yindictiye  feetings, 
sleeping  in  the  same  room^  (con- 
duct wmch  the  parties  proceeded 
against  had  been  allowed,  with- 
out objection  or  complaint,  to 
continue  for  thirteen  years) 
though  attended  by  other  facts 
inducing  a  strong  presomption 
of  guilt,  is  not  sufficient  proof 
of  me  offence ;  and  the  Court, 
unless  most  stringent  and  con- 
elusive  evidence  be  produced, 
will  dismiss  the  parties,  but 
give  no  costs.  Griffiths  v.  Reed 
and  Harris.  P^^  13^ 

4.  A  will,  completely  the  reverse 
of  repeated  testamentary  acts 
firmly  adhered  to  for  several 
years,  requires  clear  proof  of 
capacity  and  execution.  Dodge 
V.  Meech.  618 

PROTEST  OVERRULED. 
See  Grignion  v.  Grignion.        647 

PROTEST  SUSTAINED. 

See  Calling  in  Administra- 
tion. Also  Scarth  v.  Bishop  of 
London.  641 

PROXY. 

See  Appearance.  Feme  Co- 
vERT,3.  Guardian.  Irregu- 
larity in  Proceedings,  1. 

A  proxy,  from  a  husband  in  India 
to  institute  proceedings,  in  the 
Court  of  Exeter,  against  his 
wife  for  adultery ;  held,  the 
wife  having  changed  her  resi- 
dence before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit  into  another 
diocese,  that  the  Court  of 
Arches  may  proceed  under  let- 
ters of  request  from  that  latter 


^Kocese  wHhoat  a  new  proxy 
from  the  husband.  Hawkes  v. 
Hawkes.  Poge  194 


«  QUI  SE  scRiPsrr  h.ere- 

DEM.*' 
See  Attorney    and    Client. 

CaPACITY,3.  lNaT»UCTIONS,2. 

1.  By  the  civil  law  if  a  person 
wrote  a  will  in  his  own  favour 
the  instrument  was  void.  That 
rule  has  not  been  adopted  in  its 
full  extent  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, which  only  holds  that 
such  conduct  creates  a  presump- 
tion i^ainst  the  act,  and  rea- 
ders necessary  very  clear  proof 
of  volition  and  capacity ;  and 
for  obvious  reasons ;  the  testa- 
tor reposes  confidence  in  his  at- 
torney, and  is  less  on  his  guard 
against  imposition;  while  the 
attorney  from  skill  and  know- 
ledge is  More  hkely  to  be  suc- 
cessful in  such  a  contrivance, 
and  has  more  influence  so 
as  to  obtain  a  blind  acqui- 
escence. Ingram  v.  Wi/att.  391 

2.  Qui  se  scripsit  h(£redem  renders 
a  will  void  under  the  civil  law, 
though  it  is  not  so  by  the  law 
of  England.  Per  Dr.  Calvert, 
in  Middleton  v.  Forbes.  397 


RECRIMINATION. 

See  Compensatio   Criminum. 

RE-EXAMINATION. 

After  publication,  the  Coui*t  will 
not  allow  witnesses  to  be  re- 
examined in  the  ordinary  mode. 
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RES  IKTEEALIOS  ACTA. 


>» 


REVIVAL  OF  WILL.      835 


on  a  suggestion  that  the  exa-  I 
miner  uom  a  misconstruciion 
of  the  plea  has  improperly  re- 
jected evidence :  but,  if  essen- 
tial to  justice.  It  may  direct  a 
viv&  voce  re-examination  in  open 
Court    Ingram  v.  Wyatt. 

PflgelOO 

RELEASE. 

See  Re-production  op  Wit- 
ness. 

REMISSION  OF  CAU&E. 
See  Practice,  6. 

RENUNCIATION  OF  ADMI- 

NISTRATION. 

See  Calling  in  Administra- 
tion, 3. 

RENUNCIATION    OF    EXE- 
CUTOR, 

Form  of — in  Person,  or  by 

Proxy. 

See  Williams  v.  Goude  8^  BenmL 

688 

REPRODUCTION  OF   WIT- 
NESS. 

A  le^tee  (whose  legacy  had  been 
paid  to  him)  having  been  exa- 
mined without  releasing,  al- 
lowed to  be  re-produced  on  his 
and  the  executor's  giving  mu- 
tual releases,  and  on  the  latter 
depositing  in  the  registry,  to 
abide  the  issue  of  the  cause,  a 
sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  le- 
gacy. Cooper  V.  Derriermk.  482 

'•  RES  INTER  ALIOS  ACTA.'* 
'^  Res  inter  alias  acta"  is  not  an 


objection  applying  to  libe  intro- 
duction of  a  verdict  in  a  prose- 
cution by  the  party  against 
whom  the  verdict  is  pleaded. 
Brajf  V,  Bray,  ^^g^  167 

RESCINDING  CONCLUSION. 

See  Answers.    Conclusion  of 
Cause.    Exhibits, 

The  Court  before  granting  a 
prayer  to  recind  llie  conclusion*, 
m  order  to  the  admission  of  an 
alle^tion,  requires  an  affidavit 
setting  forth  facts,  material  as 
well  as  **  noviter  perventa  :  '* 
and  It  generally  also  reqiures 
that  the  allegation,  pl^tding 
those  facts,  shall  be  tendered  at 
the  time  of  making  the  prayer. 
Smith  V.  Blake.  88 

RESIDUARY  LEGATEE, 

Notwithstanding  the  statutes  re- 
quire that  administration  shall 
be  granted  to  the  next  of  kin, 
a  residuary  legatee  has  been 
decided,  and  is  always  consi- 
dered to  have  a  prior  title  to  an 
administration  cum  testamento 
annexo.    re  GiU.  342 

See  also  Reece  v.  Stafford.        347 

REVIVALOFFORMERWILL. 

1.  The  destruction  of  a  latter  will 
revives  a  former  will  nearly  of 
the  same  import,  the  motive  on 
which  the  variation  was  made 
having  ceased  to  operate ;  and 
reconciliation  to,  and  declara- 
tions in  favour  of,  the  universal 
legatee  under  the  former  wiD, 
just  previous  to  death,  being 
shown :  such  revival  being  al- 
ways a  question  of  intention. 


BS6  BXVOGATION  OF  WILL,  &C. 


"  SXITIHOJ 


tnd  admittiii^  the 

of  oarol   evidence.     Kirkcudr 

ofUtiicT*  ikifwciiiKiriKii** 

Piig«826 
2.  It  is  not  settled,  whether  the 
priiici[de  of  law  is  that,  on  the 
revocation  of  a  latter  will,  a 
fivmer  will  is  presumed  to  le- 
▼iveornot.    JUJL  327 

REVIVAL  OF  ADULTERY,^ 

OP  CRUELTY. 

See  Condonation. 

REVIEW,  COMMISSION  OF, 

Application  for  rbfusbd.  See 
JBackv.  Mxmckett  and  Isherwood. 

31S  notis. 

REVOCATION    OF    ADMI- 
NISTRATION. 

A  legatee  for  life  of  certain  pro- 
pOTty  havine  assigned  oyer  his 
interest  to  tne  substituted  lega- 
tees,  an  administration  with  a 
will  annexed,  limited  to  that 
interest  and  granted  to  the  le- 
gatee for  life,  may  be  revoked, 
and  a  new  administration  li- 
mited to  that  property  decreed 
to  the  substituted  legatees  then 
possessed  of  the  sole  entire  in- 
terest therein,    re  Ferrier.  241 

REVOCATION  OFPROBATE. 

5^  Administration  de  bonis 
NON,  1.     Feme  Covert.    2. 

REVOCATION  OF  WILL, 
PRESUMED  CONDITIONAL. 

See  Will,  3. 

The  deceased,  supposing  his  will. 


appointing  his  wife  sole  execn- 
tnz  and  universal  legatee  for 
life,  to  be  lost,  made  in  Pern 
a  noncnpativo  will  (not  in  coot- 
formity  with  the  statute  of 
Frandi)  with  a  general  revoca- 
tory dause,  and  appraiting 
two  executors  and  lus  wife 
universal  legatee  absdlutdy : 
the  executors  renoonoed,  and 
she  took  probate  of  that  will 
in  Peru.  The  former  wiO 
being  found  (of  which  hct  the 
testator  was  ignorant  at  the 
time  of  his  death)  probate 
thereof,  at  the  prayer  of  the 
widow,  granted  to  her.  re 
Moraiy.  Page  378 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

See     AOMTNISTRATIOK      BONP. 

Fbub  Covebt.     See  Arbery 
Y.  A$he,  219. 

When  a  party  is  out  of  the  king- 
dom tne  Court  will  direct  him 
to  give  security  for  costs.  Hil- 
lam  v.  Walker.  72 

SEPARATION  d  mensd  et  tharo. 
6^ee  Adultery.    Alimony, 3. 4. 

COMPENSATIO  CrimINUM,  1. 

Condonation.  Cruelty,  1. 
3. 

SEPARATION,  DEED  OF. 

See  Bar.      Also    'Richardson  v. 
Richardson,  9. 

''  SMITING.** 
See  Brawling,  1.  2. 


"  SOUNDING  TO  FOLLY." 
See  Pleading,  7. 

SPOLIATION. 

1.  When  a  testamentary  paper  is 
asserted  to  hare  existed  since 
the  death  of  the  alleged  testa- 
trix, and  to  have  been  subse- 
quently destroyed,  these  alle- 
gations must  be  proved  by  the 
clearest  and  most  stringent 
evidence.     Huble  v.  C/ark.  1 15 

2.  The  widow  having  after  the 
testator's  death  caused  his  will 
to  be  destroyed,  probate  of  the 
draflof  such  will  granted  ;  and 
the  widow  condemned  in  the 
whole  costs  of  the  suit,  Mar- 
tin V.  Laking  and  Oldham.  244 

3.  By  7  and  8  Geo.  4  c.29.  8.22. 
stealing,  or  the  fraudulent  de- 
struction or  concealment  of 
any  testamentary  instrument 
is  punishable  by  transportation 
for  seven  years,  fine  or  impri- 
sonment, or  both.    Ibid.    246. 

notis. 

STATUTES. 
31  Edw.3.  sLl.  dl.  pp.341. 
346.  21  Hen.a»o.6.  pp.312. 
341.  346.  23  Hen.  8.  c.  9. 
p.  635.  5and6Edw.6.  c.4. 
pp.  12.  16.  171.  173.  730.  22 
and  23  Car.  2.  c.  10.  p.  341. 
29  Car.  2.  c.3.  pp.51.  380. 
2  Geo.  2.  c.  23.  explained  by 
12  Geo.  2.  c.  13,  made  perpe- 
tual by  30  Geo.  2.  C.19.  p.684. 
25Geo.2.  c.5.  p. 58.  26Geo.2. 
c.26.p.773.n.  27Geo.3.c.44. 
p. 46.  53  Geo.3.c.  127.  pp.24. 
25.  173.202.  lGeo.4.  C.1I9. 
p.S.  4Geo.4.c.76.  p.773.n. 
7Geo.4.  C.67.  p.5.7&8Geo. 
4.  c.29.  p. 246. 


SUBSTITUTION,  &C.      837 

STOCK.  TRANSFER  OF. 


See  Feme  Coveet,  2.     Juris- 
diction, 4. 


SUBORNATION  OF  PER- 
JURY. 
See  Dismissal  of  Party. 


SUBSTITUTION  OF  EXECU- 
TOR. 

See  Executor,  appointment 


A  testator  having  appointed  two 
executors,  and  provided  that, 
on  the  death  of  either  of  them, 
two  others  should  be  substitu- 
ted ;  on  the  death  of  the  ori- 
ginal executor  who  had  proved 
the  will,  and  on  a  proxy  of  con- 
sent from  the  otiier,  probate 
will  be  granted  to  one  of  the 
substituted  executors ;  it  ap- 
pearing to  have  been  the  testa- 
tor's intentions  that  the  sub- 
stitution should  take  place  on 
the  death  of  either  of  the  ori- 
ginal executors,  whether  hap- 
pening in  the  teetator's  lifetime 
or  afterwards,  re  Lighton.  235 
also  237  mtis. 

SUBSTITUTED  LEGATEE. 
See  Revocation  of  Aduimis- 

TBATION. 

SUBSTITUTION  IN  GRANT 
OF  ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Variation  in  Grant. 


suspSMSioir. 


UK£XXCVTf9   I^APKE. 


SUBTRACTION  OP  LBGACY. 
See  FsiiB  Coyxbt»  1«    Jvbis- 

DICTIONi  3* 

A  Bmn  of  money  being  left  to  the 
ezecntoni,  m  trost  to  mvest 
and  pay  the  intemt  to  A.  fw 
life,  aiMl  after  A.'Bx||Mh  to  di- 
vide the  principal  among  his 
ijwae  on  their  reepectiyely  at- 
taining the  affe  oTtwentj^-one, 
with  bmeAt  cl  anrviYonhip  tOl 
that  age;  A.  being  deaa,  his 
only  three  ehikUen  muors,  and 
the  shares  of  two  of  them  paid 
ofer^  the  Cioart  will  proceea,  in 
a  smt  of  subtraction  of  l^cy 
against  the  ezecntor,  to  enforce 
Mmnent  of  the  ihird^s  share, 
noiding  that  the  character  of 
trustee  is  at  an  end,  and  that 
of  executor  alone  subsisting. 
Grtgnim  y.  Grigmon.  636 

SUICIDE. 

See  Instructions,  1.     Insa- 
nity, 1. 

If  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  de- 
ceased's insanity  at  the  time  of  or 
prior  to  instructions  for  his  will, 
the  commission  of  suicide,  three 
days  afterwards,  will  not  in- 
validate the  paper  by  raising 
an  inference  of  previous  de- 
rangement* Burrows  v.  Bur- 
rows. 109 

SURROGATE. 
See    Ibreoularity    in    Pro* 

CEEDINOS,  1. 

] 

SUSPENSION. 

See  Brawling,  4.  Criminal 
Suites.  Dbprivation.  Proc- 
tor* 


TEBM    PEOBATO&Y,    EX- 
TENSION OF. 

See  Practice,  1,2. 

An  applicatioa  to  extend  the 
tem  piobatoiy  lefoaed*  See 
p*S3.  noiis. 

TESTAMENTARY  SCHE- 
DULE. 

See  Paper  Tbstamevtary. 

Ptobate  will  not  be  nantad  to  a 
paper  never  Men  uy,  nor  lead 
over,  but  only  enlamed,  to  tbe 
deemed  wlio  oied  niddflDlj 
before  he  nw  the  aolicitor; 
the  annreni  of  tlM  ezeoator 
(speaking:  againat  hia  own  in- 
terest) bemg  the  only  evidence 
of  institirtiopa  wfatcfa  were  ver- 
balljr  conveyed  by  him  to  the 
BoKoitor;  espeeiailT  when  the 
intentions  of  the  deoeaaed  ap- 
pound  flnctuating,  and  when 
there  was  a  pievioua  paper,  in 
his  hand-wnting,  clearly  en- 
titled to  probate.  Maclae  6; 
Ewing  V.  jRetdL  67. 

lipSTEE. 

See  Jurisdiction,  3.  Nullity 
OF  Marriage,  1.  Surtrac- 
TioN  OF  Legacy. 

UNCERTAINTY    IN    BE- 
QUEST. 

See  Intention. 

UNEXECUTED  PAPER. 
See  Paper  Testamentary. 

1.-  Written  and    verbal    instruc- 
tions being  given  from  which 


UNFINISHED   FAPBB. 


830 


a  will  was  prepared,  the  execu- 
tion of  which  was  prevented 
by  unforseen  circumstances  and 
by  death ;  the  Court,  the  widow 
consenting,  will  grant  probate 
of  the  will  so  prepared  (though 
never  seen  by,  nor  read  over  to 
the  deceased)  in  preference  to 
panting  adoiimstxation,  with 
the  instructionB  annexed,  to  the 
widow :  the  deceased's  intention 
being  clearly  to  secure  the 
interests  of  nis  children  by  the 
interposition  of  executors,  re 
Bat^ale.  67 

3.  The  Court  will  not  (on  affida- 
vits of  capacity  and  final  inten- 
tion and  on  consent)  decree  pro- 
bate in  common  form  of  a  paper 
written  from  dictation  of  the 
party  in  extremis,  and  con- 
fused ;  where  the  interest  of 
minora  and  of  an  infant  is  af- 
fected,   re  Rou.  471 

3.  An  engrossed  copy  of  a  will 
having  Deen  read  over  to,  and 
approved  by,  the  deceased  who 
intended  to  execute  it  shortly 
afterwards ;  but  was  prevented 
by  death :  prob^  in  common 
form  granted  fiwh  consent  of 
the  only  person  werested  under 
an  intestacy)  of  one  of  the  ori- 
ginally engrossed  sheets,  and 
of  two  fairly  copied  sheets  sub- 
stituted for,  and  (except  as  to 
some  clerical  errors  not  affect- 
ing the  disposition)  correspond- 
ing with  the  sheets  approved  by 
the  deceased,    re  Harvey. 

bib 

4.  Execution  being  only  prevent- 
ed by  death,  tJie  Court  will 
decree  probate  in  common  form 
cm  a  proxy  ctf  conBent  from  all 


M  etie  interested ;  bnt  those  not 
in  esse  will  not  be  bound  by  the 
grant,  re  Taylor.  Pa%e  641 
6.  The  Court  will  not  grant  pro- 
bate, !n  common  form,  of  a 
paper  formally  drawn  up,  but 
unexecoted,  and  which  tne  de- 
ceased clearly  intended  to  alter; 
nor  of  a  subsequent  paper  in  the 
deceased's  hand- writing,  but 
undated,  unsigned,  and  ap- 
parently unfinished ;  and  with 
nothing  to  ascertain  that  it  was 
written  shortly  before  the  death, 
or  that  it  embodied  the  final 
intentic»i8  of  the  deceased ;  the 
deceased  being  an  ill^Umate 
spinster,  and  the  Crown  op- 
posing tiie  gnint.  re  iJo&ui«cm. 
643 

UNFINISHED  PAPER. 
See  Paper  Tbstamentaht. 

1.  To  entitle  an  unfinished  paper 
to  proof,  it  is  necessary,  1st,  to 
connect  it  most  clearly  with  tlie 
deceased :  2dly,  to  snow  fixed 
and  final  intention :  3dly,  com- 
pletion prevented,  Jamtaon  t. 
Cixke.  82 

2.  Papers,  on  the  face  of  them, 
unfinished,  with  no  circum- 
stances to  account  for  socb  their 
state,  are  presumed  to  be 
abandoned,  and  consequently 
are  not  entitled  to  probate. 
ijondy  V.  Medley,  140 

3.  Extrinsic  evidence  ia  necessary 
to  make  an  unfinuhed  paper 
operative ;  nor  will  a  proxy  of 
consent  from  all  entitled  in  dis- 
tribation,  or  otherwise,  jus^fy 
tiie  Oourt  in  granting  probate 


m 


VARIANCE. 


to  toch  an  instnunenty  onless 
the  affidaviU  set  forth  hato, 
which,  if  prored  *  in  wdemn 
fonn  of  law,  would  sastain  a 
disputed  paper,    re  HurrilL 

Page  262 

4.  A  paper  manifesdvmfinished 
,  uul^n^ecteaimX  proved 
qn  mere  affidavits  m  finding, 
hand-writing,  and  the  non-ex- 
istoioe  of  any  other  testamen- 
tary paper,    re  Wetilock.     661 

6,  When  an  instrument  is  un- 
finished, its  state  must  be  ac- 
counted for,  either  by  showing 
completion  prevented  or  that 
the  deceased,  abandoning  his 
intention  of  finishing  it,  meant 
it  to  operate  in  that  form  with- 
out any  further  act.  Wood  v. 
Uedtey.  671 

6.  In  order  to  the  grant  of  pro- 
bate in  common  form  of  an  un- 

• 

finished  paper  there  must  be,  1  st, 
affidavits  stating  such  a  case  as 
if  proved  by  depositions  would 
establish  the  paper;  and,  2dly^ 
consent  implied  or  express  from 
all  parties  mterested.  re  Tho- 
mas. 695 


USAGE. 
See  Jurisdiction,  1. 

VARIANCE. 

In  a  crinvnal  suit  it  is  not  a  fatal 
variant  that  the  defendant,  in 
the  citation,  was  designated 
"  Harris,"  and,  in  the  articles, 
"  Harris"  alias  '*  Harry.'' 
Grij/Uhs  V.   Reed  and  Harris. 

196,  notis 


VXNSREAL  DI8KASK. 

VARIATION     IN     GRANT 
FROM  DECREE. 

1.  The  Court  wiU  grant  adminis- 
tration with  the  will  annexed 
to  one  of  two  universal  I^atees, 
a  decree  with  intimalion  having 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  other 
lite  was  since  dead.  Lav  v. 
Campbell  Page  55 

2.  Administration  de  boms  mm 
with  a  will  annexed,  in  which 
was  no  executor,  granted  to  cue 
of  two  legatees,  a  decree  with 
intimation  having  issued  in 
their  joint  names  against  the 
residuary  legatee :  the  sureties 
justifying  in  the  amount  of  the 
surplus  beyond  the  interest  of 
the  one  legatee,  or  (on  a  proxy 
of  consent  from  the  other)  b^ 
yond  their  joint  interests ;  and 
an  affidavit  of  no  outstanding 
debts  being^  made.  Pkkeri^ 
and  Pickerwg  v.  Ptdbrmr. 

480 


VAULT. 
iSar  Faculty. 


VENEREAL  DISEASE. 

1.  The  husband's  attempt,  when 
affected  with  the  venereal  dis- 
ease, to  force  his  wife  to  his  bed 
is  of  a  mixed  nature,  partly 
cruelty  and  partly  evidence  of 
adultery,  and  would  remove 
condonation  of  either.  Popkiu 
v.  Popkitu  767.  notis 

2.  Venereal  disease  Icng  after 
marriage  isprimdjade  evidence 
of  adultery.  IbitL  notis 


WILL. 


64» 


VERDICT. 
See  '  Res  inter  alios  acta.' 

In  a  suit  for  separation  by  reason 
of  cruelty  brought  by  uie  wife, 
an  acquittal  of  her  witnesses 
(for  a  conspiracy  in  counselling 
her  to  institute  this  suit)  upon 
an  indictment  laid  by  the  hus- 
bandy  and  his  evidence  thereon 
(in  which  he  admitted  and  re- 
peated certain  accusations  ori- 
ginally alleged  in  the  libel  as 
acts  of  cruelty)  may  be  pleaded 
as  a  continuation  and  admission, 
on  oath,  of  that  cruelty.  Bray 
T.  liray,  jP^g^  163 

WIDOW. 
See  Administration,  1. 

WILL. 

See  Papee  Testamentary. 
Practice,  4.  6.  6.  Probate 
IN    COMMON    Form.     "  Qui 

SE    SCRIPSIT    HiEREDEM.'* 

1 .  If  no  suspicion  of  fmud  exists, 
a  will,  consistent  with  previ- 
ous affection  and  declarations, 
and  supported  by  recognitions 
and  circumstances  showing  vo- 
lition and  capacity,  is  valid, 
though  made  in  extremis,  and 
though  the  instructions  were 
conveyed  through  the  party 
benefited.       Ross  v.   Chester. 

227 

2.  A  testator,  while  at  variance 
with  his  relations,  having  made 
a  will  in  favour  of  a  stranger  in 
blood,  being  afterwards  recon- 
ciled to  his  family  and  his  full 
capacity  down  to  his  death  be- 
ing admitted:  a  subsequent  will, 
—  in  favour  of  his  family — pro- 
duced shortly  after  his  death 


from  the  custody  of  the  drawer, 
who  took  nothing  under  it,  nor 
was  acquainted  with  those  be- 
nefited by  it,  and  the  factum 
whereof,  though  occurring  in 
secret  and  in  a  strange  manner, 
I  was  proved  by  the  drawer  and 
two  unimpeached  witnesses  — 
pronounced  for;  and  the  executor 
of  the  former  will  condemned 
in  20/.  nomine  eipensarum,  he 
having  directly  alleged  the  se- 
cond will  to  be  a  forgery,  but 
succeeded  in  showing  the  draw- 
er to  be  of  doubtful  character. 
Young  V.  Brown.  Pog^  556 
3.  Marriage  and  birth  of  issue  is 
not  an  absolute  but  a  presump- 
tive revocation  of  a  prior  will ; 
the  law  presuming  an  intention 
to  revoke  arising  from  a  change 
of  condition  and  from  new  obli- 
gations :  if  such  change  of  con- 
dition and  such  new  obligations 
are  provided  for,  and  the  inten- 
tion to  revoke  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed, the  revocation  does  not 
take  place.  Therefore  a  will, 
in  favour  of  the  issue  of  a  for- 
mer marriage,  is  not  revoked  by 
a  subsequent  marriage  and  birth 
of  issue,  such  marriage  and  is- 
sue having  been  provided  for  by 
settlement.      Talbot  v.  Talbot. 

706 

WILL,    LOSS    AND     RECO- 
VERY  OF. 

See    Revocation     pkbsumed 

CONDITIONAL, 

WILL,   REFUSAL  TO    PRO- 
POUND. 

See  Executor,  3. 


WITNESS. 


WITNESS. 

SeeATTEflTiKO  Witness.    In- 

TESROOATORIGB.   Re-EXAMI- 

NATioN.  Re-production  of 
Witness. 


1,  A  witoeBS  not  appearing  to  a 
compulsory,  will  be  pronounced 
— i — acious    on  the  day  of 


the  return  or  the  compulsor 
WyUie  T.  Molt  and  French. 

33,3 
2.  Under  suspiciotig  circumstai 
ces  the  deposition  of  a  witnes 
not  cross  examined,  may  t 
sealed  up ;  but,  on  a  subsequei 
satisfactory  explanation,  ma 
be  deUvered  out  subject  to  a 
objections  at  the  hearing. 
Ingram  v.  Wyait.  £ 


END    OF    VOL. 


Old  BtiVr. 


